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VISUAL  RESOURCE  INVENTORY 
GLEIIWOCD  SPRiriGS  RESOURCE  AREA 

Eagle  and  Roaring  Fork  Planning  Units 


iriTRODUCTIOfJ 


This  report  constitutes  a  draft  Visual  Resource  Inventory  of  two  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  Planning  Units  within  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area  (RA),  Colorado.  The  inventory  has  been  conducted  for  all  of  the  Eagle, 
and  Roaring  Fork  Planning  Units,  which  in  total  encompass  764,000  acres. 
This  study  has  been  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  BLM  Manual  Section  8411 
Upland  Visual  Resource  Inventory  and  Evaluation,  and  includes  an  inventory 
of  Scenic  Quality,  Visual  Sensitivity  and  Distance  Zones. 

The  entire  inventory  is  comprised  of  the  following  components: 
Maps: 

1.  Photo  Index 

2.  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units 
Cultural  Modifications 
Scenic  Quality  Ratings 

3.  Use  Volume 

4.  User  Attitude 

5.,    Visual  Sensitivity  Summary 
6.    Distance  Zones 


^ 


Rating  Forms: 

1.  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit  Field  Forms 

2.  Cultural  Modifications 

3.  Visual  Sensitivity  Workshops  Charts 

4.  Visual  Sensitivity  Workshops  Surrmary 

Photographs: 

1.  35  MM  color  slides 

2.  35  MM  black  and  white  photos  and  negatives 

All  photographs  are  provided  in  the  accompanying  volume. 

This  inventory  was  conducted  between  October  24  and  October  31,  1978,  and  in- 
cluded 37  person  days  of  field  study.  Visual  Sensitivity  workshops  were 
held  in  Eagle  and  in  Carbondale  on  November  14  to  establish  User  Sensitivity 
to  Visual  Change  within  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  for  each  planning  Unit, 

STUDY  TEAM 

The  study  was  conducted  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  composed  of  the  following 

individuals:  • 

PROJECT  DIRECTOR 

Tim  Tetherow  -  Landscape  Architect 

PROJECT  MANAGER  -  SCENIC  QUALITY 
Ken  Magdziuk  -  Landscape  Architect 

SCENIC  QUALITY  STUDY  TEAM 

Ed  Beveridge  -  Landscape  Architect 

Craig  Taggart  -  Landscape  Architect 
Paul  Goldberg  -  Regional  Planner 
Mark  Rhodes  -  Biologist 

PROJECT  MANAGER  -  VISUAL  SENSITIVITY/DISTANCE  ZONES 
Craig  Taggart  -  Landscape  Architect 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  STUDY  TEAM 
Terry  Smythe  -  Landscape  Architect 

Paul  Goldberg  -  Regional  Planner 

DISTANCE  ZONES  STUDY  TEAM 

Terry  Smythe  -  Landscape  Architect 

All  participants  are  employees  of  Wirth  Associates,  Inc.  with  the  exception 

of  Mark  Rhodes,  who  is  employed  by  Dames  a   Moore  (subcontractor  on  this 
study) . 
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Overview 

The  basic  sequential  steps  involved  in  the  inventory  of  Scenic  Quality, 
Visual  Sensitivity  and  Distance  Zones  are  outlined  as  follows: 

Scenic  Quality 

1.  Determine  and  map  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  (SQRU) 

2.  Rate  and  document  scenic  quality  levels 

3.  Rate  and  document  man-made  (cultural)  landscape  modifications 

Visual  Sensitivity 

1.  Determine  important  viewer  locations  (Key  Observer  Points  -  KOPs) 

2.  Determine  the  land  that  can  be  seen  from  the  KOP  (seen  area  analysis) 

3.  Map  use  volume  levels  for  KOPs  within  the  seen  area 

4.  Determine  user  attitudes  toward  man-made  landscape  modifications 

5.  Determine  final  sensitivity  levels  based  on  a  combination  of  use  volume 
and  user  attitudes 

Distance  Zones 

1.  Determine  KOPs  (as  above) 

2.  Determine  seen  area  from  KOPs 

3.  Map  distance  zones  within  the  seen  area 

A  two-phase  approach  to  the  inventory  of  visual  resources  was  developed  and 
us2d  in  this  study.  The  first  phase  was  a  combination  of  office  and  field 
work  and  involved  preliminary  mapping  and  reconaissance.  The  second  phase 


was  done  in  the  field  and  involved  confirmation  of  preliminary  mapping  and 
actual  field  inventory  or  rating. 

Phase  one  involved  the  following  basic  steps: 

A    Preliminary  determination  of  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  (SQRU)  in 
the  office  from  topographic  maps  and  aerial  photographs. 

B.  Determination  of  KOPs  in  the  office  from  BLM  and  other  agency  data. 

C.  Preliminary  determination  of  the  seen  area  from  KOPs. 

D.  Mapping  use  volume  levels  of  KOPs. 

E.  Preliminary  mapping  of  Distance  Zones  from  KOPs. 

F    Overflight  and  ground  reconaissance  by  the  Project  Director,  two 
Prooeci  Managerl  and  scenic  quality  ratingfield  team  leader  to 
review  SQRU  boundaries  and  obtain  an  overview  of  that  planning  unit  s 
relative  visual  characteristics. 

Phase  two  involved  the  following  basic  steps: 

A.  Field  verification  of  SQRU  boundaries  and  scenic  quality  rating. 

B.  Field  identification  and  rating  of  cultural  modifications. 

C.  Field  verification  of  seen  area  and  distance  zones. 

D.  Workshop  session(s)  with  selected  public  and  agency  i;:^P^f^entatives 
to  determine  user  attitudes  toward  visual  change  in  the  landscape. 

E.  Detennination  of  final  sensitivity  levels  based  on  user  volume  and 
user  attitudes. 

This  two  phase  approach  was  devised  and  utilized  for  efficiency  in  completing 
the  inventory  portion  within  the  short  time  alloted  for  each  planning  unit. 
(Specifically,  field  team  members  had  a  preliminary  indication  of  rating  units 
and  zones  to  react  to,  rather  than  having  to  start  from  a  blank  base  map  in 
the  field).  It  also  built  1n  a  series  of  checks  and  reviews  by  both  manage- 
ment and  field  team  personnel  since  all  areas  were  reviewed  on  three  occasions: 
preliminary  office  evaluation,  field  reconnaissance,  and  field  inventory. 
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Scenic  Quality 
overview 

The  analysis  of  a  landscape's  "scenic  quality"  requires  a  number  of  methodo- 
logical and  procedural  decisions.  Early  in  these  decisions  is  establishing 
the  rating  unit  and  thereby  defining  the  scale  of  analysis  and  the  physical 
size  of  each  area  (or  unit)  to  be  field  checked.  These  decisions  are  sub- 
jective but  not  arbitrary  and  during  field  inspection  are  refined  as  needed. 

After  each  rating  unit  has  been  field  checked,  several  categories  or  "general 
types"  of  rating  units  emerge  within  each  planning  unit.  The  general  types 
provide  an  indication  of  the  diversity  of  the  landscape  within  each  planning 
unit  and  serve  as  a  guide  to  that  unit's  landscape  character. 

Man-made  alterations  to  the  natural  landscape  are  either  "cultural  intrusions" 
or  "modifications."  These  alterations  become  visual  attractions  or  detract 
from  the  landscape  and  consist  of  a  wide  range  of  items  and  scales. 

The  scenic  quality  rating  based  on  subjective  data  becomes  a  relative  indicator 
of  the  landscape's  visual  quality.  The  data  used  was  formulated  by  the  BLM 
and  outlined  in  their  manual  (8411)  on  the  subject. 

These  elements:  SQRU  Criteria;  SQRU  Classification;  Cultural  Modification 
Criteria;  and  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Criteria  make  up  the  methodological  and 
procedural  components  of  Scenic  Quality.  Detailed  sections  of  each  element 
follow. 


•5- 


SCENIC  QUALITY  RATING  UNIT  CRITERIA 

The  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  (SQRU)  were  defined  by  a  three-step  process 
which  entailed:  1)  predelineation  of  units,  2)  aerial  verification,  and 
3)  field  refinement  and  final  delineation. 

Within  each  of  the  steps  the  rating  units  were  further  refined  to  reflect 
their  physical  boundaries  from  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Predelineation  of  Units  -  The  data  collection  areas  were  first 
defined  by  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  Resource  Areas  and 
Planning  Units.  From  these  planning  boundaries  initial  rating 
units  were  drawn  using  guidelines  supplied  in  the  BLM  Manual 
8411,  "Upland  Visual  Resource  Inventory  and  Evaluation",  and  a 
series  of  maps  including  topographic  maps  (generally  7-1/2  minute 
and  15  minute  USGS  quadrangles) relief  maps,  and  aerial  photo- 
graphic quadrangles.  The  key  element  in  establishing  rating  units 
was  discerning  areas  of  physiographic  integrity;where  physical  size 
became  unimportant  and  gave  way  to  defining  areas  of  similar  scenic 
quality.  These  definitions  required  careful  analysis  of  scale 

and  visibility,  a  difficult  requirement  to  meet  from  map  study 
alone,  and  lead  to  both  our  second  and  third  steps. 

2.  Aerial  Verification  -  A  management  team  (generally  three  members) 
and  one  member  of  the  field  team  conducted  low  altitude  flights  over 
all  of  the  Resource  Areas  with  a  three-fold  objective:  1)  to 
become  familiar  with  the  physical  and  physiographic  nature  of  each 
area  and  to  refine  the  rating  units  where  needed, 2)  to  take  aerial 
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photographic  views  for  use  back  in  the  office  and  at  later  Sensitivity 
Meetings  held  in  each  Resource  Area,  and  3)  to  make  our  field  team 
leader  aware  of  the  overall  scope  of  his  project  area  and  the  im- 
portance of  comparing  areas  of  similar  scenic  value,often  difficult, 
or  impossible,  when  on  the  ground.  Discussions  among  the  aerial 
verification  group  members  enabled  our  management  team  to  become 
aware  of  problems  facing  the  field  team,  and  alerted  our  field  team 
leader  to  potential  discrepancies  with  the  rating  units  "on  the 
ground".  Further  refinements  were  noted  for  field  checking,  especially 
concerns  of  visibility  and  scale,  which  can  only  be  decided  on  the 
site. 

3.    Field  Refinement  and  Final  Delineation  -  Using  topographic  field 

maps  with  the  refined  rating  units  drawn  on  them,  the  three  member 
interdisciplinary  teams  drove  through  each  Planning  Unit  first  to 
become  familiar  with  the  general  area,  then  specifically  into  each 
rating  unit  for  the  purpose  of  rating  its  scenic  quality.  During 
these  trips  the  units  were  discussed  by  the  team  and  considerations 
of  scale  and  visibility  were  decided  using  input  from  the  aerial 
observation  and  points  of  observation  in  the  field.  On  some 
occasions  members  of  the  local  BLM  office  traveled  with  our  teams 
and  contributed  to  this  effort.  Very   occasionally  certain  SQRU 
could  not  be  entered;  generally  they  were  enclosed  by  locked  gates, 
or  were  primitive  areas  without  access.  In  these  unusual  circum- 
stances the  team  attempted  to  gain  visual  access  from  adjacent  areas 
and  relied  on  aerial  observations,  aerial  photographs  and  topographic 
maps  to  define  the  rating  unit. 
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SCENIC  QUALITY  RATING  UNIT  CLASSIFICATION 

The  various  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  found  within  the  Eagle  and  Roaring  Fork 
Planning  Units  each  fall  into  one  of  seven  general  landscape  types.  These 
general  types  of  landscapes  have  been  defined  physiographically  based  upon 
field  observations,  and  information  available  on  contour  maps  and  aerial  photo- 
graphs. 

The  seven  landscape  types  which  have  been  defined  include  mountains,  ridges  and 
steep  valleys,  canyons,  plateaus,  rolling  hills,  broad  valleys,  and  riparian. 
Following  are  brief  narrative  descriptions  of  the  landscape  types  found  within 
the  Planning  Units. 

Mountains  within  the  two  units  are  generally  characterized  by  steeply  sloping 
land  with  a  great  deal  of  relief  at  higher  elevations.  The  mountains  trend  to 
the  northwest  and  are  typically  rugged  with  significant  areas  of  rock  outcroppings, ' 
High  alpine  ridges,  broken  talus  slopes,  and  smoothly  undulating  slopes  are 
also  common  to  the  mountainous  terrain.   Northfacing  slopes  tend  to  be  densely 
forested  with  mixed  alpine  conifers  and  aspen  while  southfacing  slopes  support 
a  somewhat  sparse  cover  of  pinyon  and  juniper. 

Lands  of  intermediate  elevation,  lying  above  the  valley  floors  and  below  the 
mountains  are  considered  as  areas  of  either  "ridges  and  valleys"  or  "rolling  hills. '= 

Ridge  and  valley  areas  are  characterized  by  steeply  sloping  land  which  crests 
in  sharply  angular  ridge  lines.  Significant  rock  outcrop  areas  are  present 
along  many  of  the  slopes  and  numerous  steep-walled  valleys  have  been  carved  by 
the  many  streams  which  drain  the  area. 
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Areas  of  land  which  are  gentler  and  more  softly  rounded  than  the  rugged 
"ridge  and  steep  valley"  areas  have  been  classified  as  "rolling  hills."  These 
areas  are  characterized  by  gently  sloping  and  undulating,  mounded  landforms 
which  are  often  flanked  by  long  and  linear  elevated  benches  or  terraces.  The 
vegetative  cover  along  the  hillsides  ranges  from  extensive  grasslands  to  scrubby 
stands  of  pinyon  and  juniper. 

Several  canyons  have  been  noted  within  the  planning  units  and  are  characterized 
by  nearly  vertical,  precipitous  walls  which  exhibit  colorful  bands  of  sedi- 
mentary rock.  Flowing  rivers  or  streams  generally  bisect  the  canyon  floors 
and  vegetation  is  comprised  primarily  of  coniferous  species  which  vary  in 
density  with  the  steepness  of  the  canyon  walls. 

Broad,  extensive  areas  of  relatively  flat  land  which  are  raised  sharply  above 
adjacent  lands  have  been  classified  as  plateaus.  Various  species  of  short 
grasses  and  extensive  areas  of  sagebrush  are  common  to  these  areas. 

Broad  valleys  were  considered  to  be  wide,  open  expanses  of  relatively  flat  to 
gently  sloping  land  which  is  bounded  by  ranges  of  hills  or  mountains.  These 
areas  are  commonly  covered  by  thick  deposits  of  sediments  which  originated  in 
the  surrounding  mountains  and  typically  support  vegetative  communities  of  short 
grasses  and  sagebrush.  Significant  agricultural  activities  are  found  in  these 
valleys  as  well. 

In  the  dry  landscape  of  southern  Colorado,  a  major  river  is  an  important  and 
dominant  scenic  resource.  It  is  felt  that  a  major  river,  such  as  the  Colorado 
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River,  can  be  managed  more  efficiently  as  a  unit  unto  itself  rather  than  as 
a  component  of  a  larger  unit  such  as  a  broad  valley  or  an  area  of  rolling  hills. 
For  this  reason,  land  associated  with  a  major  river  course  was  singled  out 
and  classified  as  a  "riparian"  landscape. 

In  areas  where  a  significant  watercourse  is  present  but  not  dominant,  two 
landscape  classifications  were  used.  A  broad  valley  bisected  by  a  relatively 
major  watercourse  received  the  classification  of  "broad  valley/riparian„"  The 
Roaring  Fork  Valley  is  an  example  of  an  area  that  received  such  a  classification. 

There  are  a  number  of  units  that  could  be  considered  to  fit  more  than  one 
category.  An  example  would  be  a  rating  unit  composed  of  one  or  two  mountains 
and  many  lesser  ridges;  this  unit  could  be  considered  as  either  "mountains" 
or  "ridges  and  steep  valleys,"  It  was  our  purpose  to  generally  classify  the 
SQRU  by  the  most  characteristic  physiographic  feature;  therefore,  an  area  of 
many  ridges  and  one  or  two  lesser  mountains  would  be  typed  as  "ridges  and  steep 
valleys," 

The  classification  of  SQRU  by  general  types  has  been  provided  to  give  some 
indication  of  the  diversity  of  the  landscape  within  each  planning  unit. 
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CULTURAL- MODIFICATION  CKITiRIA 

Using  the  criteria  prescribed  in  Section  24  of  the  BLM's  Manual  8411  -  "Upland 
Visual  Resource  Inventory  and  Evaluation,"  the  field  teams  conducted  an  inventory 
of  significant  cultural  modifications  found  within  the  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units. 
These  modifications  were  then  evaluated  in  regard  to  their  overall  effect  on 
the  visual  quality  of  the  landscape. 

Cultural  modifications  can  take  the  form  of  either  visual  intrusions  or  visual 
improvements.   For  purposes  of  this  study  the  cultural  modifications  which  were 
documented  were  those  which  were  judged  by  the  members  of  the  field  team  to  be 
visual  intrusions,  or  adverse  impacts  upon  the  area's  inherent  scenic  quality. 

The  specific  cultural  modifications  which  were  singled  out  for  documentation  were 
those  which  strongly  attracted  attention  or  tended  to-  become  a  dominant  feature 
in  the  landscape.  These  conditions  were  defined  in  terms  of  the  severity  with 
which  the  particular  modification  contrasted  with  the  natural  components  of  the 
surrounding  landscape.  Changes  in  landform,  water,  or  vegetation  and  the  addition 
of  structures  were  examined  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  they  contrasted  with 
the  basic  form,  line,  color,  and  texture  characteristic  of  the  rating  unit.  If 
the  overall  contrast  was'  considered  to  be  significant,  the  modification  was 
photographed,  plotted  on  a  map,  and  rated  on  the  Cultural  Modification  Field  Form. 

The  question  of  whether  or  not  to  document  a  cultural  modification  as  a  visual 
intrusion  was  also  influenced  by  proximity  to  developed  areas  and  the  modifications 
scale,  or  size,  within  the  SQRU  as  a  whole. 
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"When  a  particular  land  use  or  cultural  modification  (which  would  ordinarily  be 
classified  as  a  visual  intrusion  on  the  basis  of  its  visual  contrast)  was 
located  in  an  area  strongly  dominated  by  the  influence  of  development,  it  was 
not  documented  as  a  visual  intrusion  and  was  considered  to  be  part  of  the 
developed  area.  Trailer  parks  located  on  the  outskirts  of  an  urban  area,  for 
example,  were  not  singled  out  though  trailer  parks  in  an  area  relatively  free 
of  development  were. 

In  areas  which  were  free  of  the  overbearing  visual  influence  of  an  urban  development. 
scale  was  the  factor  which  was  used  to  determine  which  cultural  modifications 
would  be  documented.  Generally,  large  scale  features  were  singled  out  while 
small-scale  features  were  not.  By  way  of  example,  fences  were  not  documented 
though  transmission  lines  were.  Billboards  weren't  considered  though  junk 
yards  were.  The  decision  was  highly  subjective  but  not  arbitrary. 

General  Types 

As  mentioned,  the  field  teams  were  oriented  toward  documenting  cultural  modifi- 
cations which  created  strong  contrasts  with  the  natural  elements  of  the  landscape. 
A  general  listing  of  the  cultural  modifications  noted  within  the  various 
planning  units  would  include  the  following: 

1)  Dumps  or  trash  areas 

2)  Buildings  and  grounds  of  unusual  size  or  use  such  as  fish  hatcheries, 

lumber  mills  and  storage  yards, 

3)  Large  gravel  and/or  borrow  pitSc 

4)  Transmission  towers  and  cuts  through  wooded  slopes  for  tower  con- 
struction and  maintenance  roads. 
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5)  Large  slope  cuts  for  roads  and/or  mining  operations. 

6)  Tunnels,  generally  mining  and/or  railroad. 

7)  Substantial  earth  dams  and  adjacent  cut  slopes. 

These  general  intrusions  are  often  repetitive  within  each  planning  unit  and 
when  identical  intrusions  such  as  transmission  lines  are  present  within  an 
area,  they  are  usually  grouped  together.  Specific  cultural  intrusions  and 
locations  are  described  on  the  "Field  Form  for  Modification  Inventory  and 
Feature  Contrast  Score." 
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SCENIC  QUALITY  RATING  CRITERIA 

The  scenic  quality  rating  is  a  relative  indication  of  the  visual  quality  of 
the  landscape  based  on  a  systematic  approach  and  analysis  of  the  landscape 
elements.  Considered  are  the  physical  landscape  components  of  landform, 
vegetation,  water  and  color;  the  relative  scarcity  or  uniqueness  of  that 
particular  landscape  type  within  the  region;  the  extent  to  which  it  has  been 
altered  by  man  and  the  degree  to  which  lands  in  adjacent  rating  units  enhance 
its  overall  visual  quality.  Each  rating  criteria  receives  a  score  according 
to  established  methodology  as  shown  in  Figure  1  taken  from  the  BLM  8411  manual. 
The  combined  numerical  total  then  determines  one  of  three  levels  (A,  B  or  C) 
of  scenic  quality.  These  ratings  were  done  within  the  context  of  the  Rocky 
Mountain  physiographic  province. 


■15- 


Mil  -  uruL-ro  VISUAL  xLSomcz  ixvnrroKT  ak:;  t/akjatiot 

Sumix   0u»ilt7   -   la-rentory  »iwl   Zviiuatloa   Chart 


SCENIC  QUALITY 

INVENTORY  AND  EVALUATION  CHART 
key  factors            rating  criteria  and  score 

a»  a^xceasedi  in  pio- 

steep  canyons,  mesas, 

and  dmal  ins;   or 

patterns  or  variety 
in  siae  and  shape  of 
Vaixafonas:  ^r  detail 
features  pres«it  and 
infrresting  thoiagh 
rot  daminant  or 
sExpticnal. 

o 
O 

Low,    mlHrvj  hllls, 

foothills  or  flAt 

landform 

nrin^rrr    c-lif-fl,     «:pTnM 

or  massive  rock  out- 
crops, flj  severe 
suriaca  variatitm  or 
Ijighly  eroded  fcrna- 
tixnm  inclnriing  major 
Iwilmrl^  or  dme 

features  daoixkanc  and 
enrryir-jnyilly  stxiicing 
and  Inczagulng  stxii 
as  glaciexs.                 ^ 

o 

Interesting  detail 
landscape  fnarrrrBS 
few  or  lacking. 

1 

vegetation 

A  variety  of  vogeta- 

tive  types  as 
^v^ress^  i"  inter- 
escxng  £3zms,  trrcurea, 
and  pattams. 

5 

Some  variety  of 
vegetation,  but  only 

ora  or  t>o  major 

types. 

3 

Little  or  no 
variety  or  con- 
trast in 
vegetation. 

1 

■ 

water 

Clear  end  clean 
appearing,   still, 
casoding  vhite 
water,  any  af  which  ore  ■ 
a  datdnanc  fsirmr       C 
in  the  landscape.        %3 

Flowing,  or  still, 
but  not  daninant 
in  the  landscape. 

3 

Absent,  or 
present,   but  not 
notimnhle.  . 

0 

cobr 

ticna,  variecy  or 
vivid  color;  or 
pleasing  coitrastis  in 
tim  soU,  zCK^,            _ 
vegetatiiSi,  water       Q 
or  sncw  fields. 

Sane  int=naity  or 
variety  in  aalora 
aiii  ccntraat  of  the 
soil,   rock  and  vege- 
taticn.  but  not 
a  doninant                3 

Sir^H   «-nlr?t-  -ojiT-i.*- 

ticns,  ommsrt  or 

interest; 
generally  Bute    ■ 
tstea.                         . 

influence  of 

adjacent 
scenery 

Mjncnnt  scenery 
greatly  enhances 
visual  quality.       .  -C 

Adjflfpnt  scenery 
iBoctrataly  anhanoss 
overall  visual        _ 
quality.                    ^ 

Adjacent  «c«>ery 
has  little  or 
no  influence  en 
overall  visual     Q 
quality.                   ^^ 

scarcity 

,Qvi  of  a  kind;   or 

or  very  rare  within 
region.     Consistent 
chaaao  for  exgapfirrvil 

£Lojer  viewing,   etc.  Q 

nistinetive,  though 
acznewhat  simi  1  nr  to 
others  within  the 
region. 

2 

Interesting  . 
within  its 

setting^  but 

within  the 
rogicn.                      "I 

cultural 
modifications 

rree  frOB  aestheti- 
cally rsxiesirable  or 
discssrdant  sights  and 
inilvjencBS!   or 

favorahly  to  visual 

variety. 

2 

Scwiic  quality  is 
3cn»<tvit  depreci»tad 
by  inhflnrmisua 
intrusions,  but  not 
S3  axcxnsive  that 
■  tt»  urmic  qualities 
are  entirely  nogated 
pr  modifications  add 
little  or  no  visual 
variety  to                fX 
the  area.                     ^^ 

rtsdiflcntinns  are 
30  extensive  that 
soenic  qualities 
ac«  £sr  t.^  most 
part  jBiLlif  iad  or 
siiMtsL-rtiaHy 
rwrt\x'j<1. 

-4 

SCENIC 
QUALITY 

A=  19-33 
B=  12-18 
C=    0-11 


FIGURE     1 


Visual  Sensitivity 
criteria 

The  criteria  and  procedure  used  for  determining  visual  sensitivity  are  those 
set  forth  in  BLM's  8411  manual.  Basically,  this  involves  a  two-part  inventory 
and  evaluation  process  consisting  of:  1)  determination  of  user  volume  and, 
2)  user  attitudes  toward  change  in  the  landscape.  The  results  of  these  two 
independent  analyses  are  combined  according  to  established  procedures  and 
result  in  a  determination  of  final  visual  sensitivity  levels. 

USE  VOLUME 

The  collection  of  use  volume  data  is  to  determine  the  number  of  people  viewing 
the  landscape  at' various  locations.  The  greater  the  number  of  viewers  in 
any  given  area,  the  greater  the  "exposure"  it  receives  and  the  greater  its 
sensitivity  is  said  to  be.  Actual  use  volume  is  categorized  into  one  of 
three  levels  (H,  M,  or  L)  according  to  the  following  criteria  (BLM  Manual 
8411  31Ala): 
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Travel  routes  or  use  areas  of  High  or  f-loderate  volume  are  considered  to  be 
Key  Observation  Points  (KOPs).  From  these  KOPs,  the  landscape  that  can  be  seen 
(referred  to  as  the  "seen  area")  is  mapped  out  to  a  maximum  distance  of  15 
miles.  The  level  of  volume  of  that  KOP  (either  High  or  Moderate)  is  then 
designated  for  the  entire  seen  area  around  that  .KOP.  Where  an  area  can  be 
seen  from  both  a  high  volume  KOP  and  a  moderate  volume  KOP,  the  high  desig- 
nation is  given. 

Use  data  for  this  study  was  obtained  through  the  BLM  Area  Offices,  from  the 
State  Highway  Department,  county  road  departments.  State  Division  of  Parks 
and  Outdoor  Recreation,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management.  Though  somewhat  variable  in  age,  the  data  used  was  the  most 
current  available.  Where  notable  data  gaps  occurred,  the  best  estimate  of  the 
agency  representative  was  used  considering  current  use  patterns  and  known  use 
levels  of  adjacent  roads/areas. 

Seen  areas  were  manually  derived  in  the  office  through  the  use  of  topographic 
and  raised  relief  maps.  After  mapping,  the  preliminary  seen  area  analysis 
was  taken  to  the  field  by  the  scenic  quality  inventory  team  for  verification. 
Revisions  were  made  accordingly. 

USER  ATTITUDES 

Data  on  user  attitudes  toward  change  is  collected  in  order  to  determine  the 
extent  of  public  concern  for  various  lands  within  the  planning  unit  and 
specifically  their  attitudes  toward  visual  modification  of  the  landscape. 

This  is  the  only  point  in  the  inventory  process  where  public  input  is  considered. 
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The  procedure  used  in  this  analysis  was  a  somewhat  modified  version  of  the 
"Extensive"  (low  level)  procedure  set  forth  in  BLM  Manual  8411.  Basically, 
it  involves  a  workshop  format  with  selected  representatives  of  various 
agencies,  private  interests  and  public  interest  groups.  They  are  asked  to 
respond  to  a  variety  of  possible  landscape  modifications  within  specific 
landscape  units  which  are  based  on  the  Scenic  Quality  Rating  Units  (SQRU). 
These  responses  are  then  evaluated  by  qualitative  means  to  determine  a  high, 
moderate  or  low  level  of  sensitivity  for  each  rating  area. 

With  this  general  direction  from  the  BLM  8411  manual  it  was  first  necessary 
to  determine  the  specific  data  needs  and  a  format  for  obtaining  this  information. 
In  order  to  determine  user  response  to  change  it  was  decided  to  obtain  a  com- 
prehensive list  of  the  generic  types  of  change  possible  on  BLM  lands.  These 
were  then  grouped  into  seven  major  over  categories  based  on  similarities  in 
their  visual  effect  on  the  landscape,  e.g.  landform,  vegetation  and/or 
structure  modification.  Only  those  specific  generic  types  within  each  category 
that  are  appropriate  to  a  given  Resource  Area  are  presented  to  workshop  parti- 
cipants. In  some  cases  an  entire  over-category  was  deleted  if  inappropriate 
or  unlikely  in  that  Resource  Area. 

As  a  context  within  which  to  judge  these  responses  it  was  decided  that  parti- 
cipants should,  at  the  outset,  indicate  the  relative  sensiti>?ity  or  value  they 
placed  on  the  visual  resource  of  each  rating  area.  For  this  purpose,  parti- 
cipants were  asked  to  indicate  the  level  of  protection  that  should  be  given 
to  the  visual  resource.  One  of  five  levels  were  presented  as  options: 
Preservation,  High  Protection,  Moderate  Protection,  Low  Protection  or 
Rehabilitation.  These  were  intended  to  generally  correspond  with  the  five 
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VRM  Management  Classes.  A  workshop  rating  form  was  then  developed  around 

these  data  needs  on  a  rating  unit  basis  (see  Figure  2).  In  addition, 

an  accompanying  instruction  sheet  was  developed  that  also  included 

a  space  for  participants  to  indicate  any  specific  issues,  projects  or  areas 

of  concern  visually  (see  Figure  3).    These  responses  were  primarily  for 

the  benefit  of  the  Area  Manager  and  not  factored  into  final  ratings. 

To  determine  a  list  of  workshop  participants  Wirth  Associates  first  met  with 
BLM  representatives  to  develop  a  generic  list  of  types  of  interest  or  agency 
input  desired.  The  following  general  types  of  input  were  decided  upon: 
federal,  state  and  local  (county  and  city)  agency  representation  (including 
administrative,  design  and  planning  representatives);  conservation  organizations; 
cattlemen,  mining  and  utility  representation;  off-road  vehicle,  guide  and 
ski  type  recreation  representation;  and  Chamber  of  Commerce  and  "average 
citizen"  representation.  From  this  generic  list,  the  BLM  District  and/or 
Area  Office  selected  specific  representatives  for  each  category.  Both  a 
preliminary  letter  of  notification  and  a  follow-up  letter  were  composed  by 
Wirth  Associates  and  sent  from  the  Area  Office  to  each  selected  representative 
(copies  following  page  23), 

The  workshop  format  followed  the  following  basic  outline: 

A.  Introduction  (BLM  Area  Manager) 

-  Relationship  of  this  study  to  the  overall  Area  planning  effort 

B.  Study  overview  and  background  (Wirth  Associates) 

C.  VRM  program  overview  (Wirth  Associates) 

D.  Slide  overview  of  rating  areas  within  the  Resource  Area 
(Wirth  Associates) 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA  SHEET 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOF'  DATA  SHE" 
EXPLANATION  AND  CONTINUATIOf; 

GENERAL  INSTRUCTIONS: 

In  filling  out  the  workshop  form,  please  respond  from  the  point  of  view  of 
the  public  sector  or  agency  you  represent  rather  than  from  your  personal 
point  of  view.  This  will  enable  us  to  better  analyze  the  broad  spectrum 
of  public  attitudes. 

Relationship  to  the  Area: 

From  the  list  supplied,  indicate  the  type  of  use  each  area  is  best  suited 
to  from  your  group  or  agency's  point  of  view.  V/here  code  letters  include 
more  than  one  specific  type  of  use,  specify  which  type  is  most  appropriate 
(e.g.  "RE  -  coal  mining"). 

Value  Placed  on  Scenic  Quality: 

From  your  group  or  agency's  point  of  view,  indicate  the  degree  of  value 
placed  on  scenic  quality  in  each  area  in  terms  of  H,  M  or  L  value. 

Desired  Visual  Management  Class: 

This  is  to  be  a  further  indication  of  the  value  of  scenic  quality  to  the 
group  or  agency  in  terms  of  the  level  of  management  you  feel  should  be 
exercised  for  scenic  values  within  the  area.  "Preservation"  would  restrict 
all  activities  which  would  noticeably  alter  the  landscape..  "Rehabilitation" 
is  an  indication  that  from  your  group  or  agency's  point  of  view,  the  area 
is  already  visually  degraded  and  needs  some  level  of  corrective  measures. 

User  Reaction  to  Visual  Change:- 

The  categories  of  visual  change  listed  below  are  intended  to  represent  generic 
types  of  management  actions  which  would  lead  to  similar  kinds  of  visual  change. 
They  are  not  intended  to  represent  specific  management  proposals. 

Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types: 

Landfonn-1  Landform-2 

Resource  Extraction  (mining)        Dams/water  impoundments 
Landfill 

Landform/Veqetation  Vegetation 

Roads  "  Timber  Harvest 

Pipelines  Land  Treatment  (grazing, 

ORV  Use  chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 

Rail  Spurs 
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E.  Slide  examples  of  various  possible  generic  landscape 
modifications  (Wirth  Associates) 

F.  Participant  ratings  on  a  rating  unit  by  rating  unit  basis'  ■.  •' 
(facilitated  by  Wirth  Associates) 

G    Participant  narratives  on  specific  issues  or  projects  of 
concern  (facilitated  by  Wirth  Associates). 

Before  tallying  the  workshop  results  each  form  was  reviewed  by  a  team  of  two 

or  more  eyaluators  .i-r>eluding  at  least -one  BLM  Area  Office  representative  to 

determine  whether  or  not  results  would  be  utilized.  Forms  were  considered 

invalid  if  it  was  apparent  that  the  participant  was  confused  about  the  ^j 

information  requested  or  demonstrated  clearcut  inconsistency  of  thought 

through  his/her  ratings. 

Where  ratings  were  ambiguous  but  a  reasonable  assumption  could  be  made  as  .        I 
to  the  intended  response  changes  were  made  and  documented  on  the  rating  form. 
Partially  completed  forms  were  utilized  if  responses  appeared  consistent  and       ^ 
an  understanding  of  the  desired  information  was  apparent  by  the  responses 
given. 

Valid  forms  were  qualitatively  evaluated  and  tallied  by  the  same  review  team 
according  to  a  rating  form  specially  designed  for  this  purpose  (see 
Figure  4).  According  to  this  form  responses  to  Desired  Management  Class  are      f 
totaled  and  compared  to  totals  for  responses  to  various  categories  of  landscape     •■ 
change.  Where  there  was  a  difference  for  a  rating  area  between  the  overall  level    ! 
of  protection  designated  through  the  Desired  Management  Class  and  the  overall  level  * 
of  sensitivity  toward  change,  a  resolution  of  the  two  was  made  considering 
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intensity  of  responses,  consistency  of  thought,  overall  trends  and  specific 
issues  surrounding  that  area.  The  rationale  for  the  final  rating  is  documented- 
on  the  tally  sheet  of  each  rating  unit. 

The  tally  sheets  were  designed  for  easy  visualization  of  trends.  The 
following  assumptions  were  made  in  its  design: 

Management  Class  ratings  can  be  grouped  into  levels  of 
High,  Medium  or  Low  value  (an  exception  is  the  Rehabili- 
tation category  which  is  sometimes  given  because  of  a 
high  concern  -  when  this  occurs,  ratings  to  various 
landscape  modifications  would  expectedly  be  higher  than 
where  little  concern  exists). 

Landscape  modification  categories  have  different  inten- 
sities and  are  identified  as  High,  Medium  and  Low. 

Gray  levels  represent  the  general  intensity  of  ratings 
.  expected  based  on  the  following  premise:  it  is  expected 
that  if  an  impact  of  moderate  intensity  is  proposed  for  an 
area  about  which  the  participant  feels  a  moderate  value, 
his/her  expected  response  would  be  of  a  moderate  adverse 
nature.  Also  it  is  expected  that  the  same  impact  would  be  • 
rated  as  high  by  those  who  felt  the  landscape  to  be  of 
high  value  and  rated  low  by  those  who  rated  the  landscape 
low.  If  true,  it  would  follow  that  a  low  intensity  impact 
would  be  rated  high  only  if  the  respondent  felt  the  area 
should  be  preserved  and  likewise  a  high  intensity  impact 
would  expectedly  result  in  a  high  adverse  rating  on  both 
high  and  moderate  value  lands. 

Preliminary  Visual  Sensitivity  Surveys 

Because  of  the  known  tourist/recreation  orientation  of  lands  within  the  Eagle 
and  Roaring  Fork  Planning  Units  it  was  anticipated  that  user  attitudes  toward 
change  would  be  high  and  possibly  controversial.  In  order  to  better  understand 
the  issues  of  concern  in  these  planning  units  it  was  decided  to  first  consult 
Mr.  Jack  O'Brien  of  the  Grand  Junction  District  BLM  office  who  had  previously 
conducted  a  survey  of  local  planners  and  decision  makers  to  determine  key 
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***  Rrlative  niag!|Uude  of  lapdscape  modification  caf-egory.    ,         ^        ^ 
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planning  issues.  Then  as  an  additional  measure,  Wirth  Associates  conducted 
follow-up  interviews  with  key  individuals  at  various  levels  who  were  judged 
to  be  most  familiar  with  the  land  use  issues  in  each  of  the  planning  units. 

The  information  gathered  from  these  interviews  proved  valuable  in  orienting 
the  workshops  to  the  pertinent  issues  and  land  use  questions  at  hand„ 

The  results  of  these  interviews  located  in  Exhibit  A. 

Not  all  participants  were  familiar  with  each  of  the  planning  units  and  as  a 
result  didn't  fill  out  a  form  for  e^ery   rating  unit. 

Forms  were  considered  invalid  if  in  the  evaluator's  opinion  the  participant 
was  confused  about  the  response  options  or  demonstrated  extreme  inconsistency 
of  reasoning  in  his/her  responses. 
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FINAL  SENSITIVITY 

The  Final  Sensitivity  Rating  is  the  result  of  the  combination  of  use  volume 
sensitivity  and  user  attitudes  sensitivity  according  to  the  following  matrix 
taken  from  the  BLM  Manual  (8411-31A4): 


H 


H 


M 


H 


M 


M 


L 


H 


H 


H 


M 


HIGH 

SENSITIVITY 

MEDIUM 

SENSITIVITY 


LOW 

SENSITIVrTY 


The  process  used  is  a  mechanical  one  1n  which,  the  two  preliminary  sensitivity 
maps  are  overlain  and  the  final  sensitlyfty  rating  for  any  given  area  is  deter- 
mined simply  by  the  particular  conditions  of  the  two  preliminary  ratings. 
When  very  small  islands  of  land  resulted  (less  than  1/2  mile  wide)  that  had  a 
rating  different  from  the  adjacent  land,  a  decision  was  made  to  give  it  the 
designation  of  the  adjacent  land  with  which  it  had  the  most  similarity  from 
a  management  standpoint. 
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SUBJECT:     BLM  Colorado  Visual   Resource  Inventory  Workshop, 


Dear 

As  a  part  of  an  ongoing  effort  to  prepare  a  resource  inventory  of  public  lands, 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  is  in  the  process  of  directing  an  inventory 
of  the  visual  resources  for  approximately  8.5  million  acres  within  Colorado. 
Portions  of  all  four  BLM  districts  in  Colorado  will  be  involved  in  this 
inventory  —  Canon  City,  Grand  Junction,  Montrose  and  Craig.  The  inventory 
win  cover  all  lands  within  certain  Planning  Units  (PU)  in  the  following  BLM 
Resource  Areas  (RA): 


CANON  CITY  DISTRICT 
Royal  Gorge  RA 
Northeast       RA 

MONTROSE  DISTRICT 
San  Juan        RA 
Uncompahgre  Basin  RA 
San  Miguel      RA 


GRAND  JUNCTION  DISTRICT 

Glenwood  Springs  RA 

Eagle  PU 

Roaring  Fork  PU 

CRAIG  DISTRICT 

Little  Snake  River  RA 

Kremmling  RA 


The  attached  map  shows  the  general  locations  of  these  BLM  Districts  and  Resource 
Areas. 

Wirth  Associates,.  Inc.  has  been  retained  by  the  BLM  to  conduct  this  visual 
resource  inventory  in  Colorado.  A  series  of  workshops  with  representatives 
of  federal,  state  and  local  agencies,  and  special  interest  groups  will  be 
held  within  each  Resource  Area  as  a  part  of  the  effort.  Public  concerns  for 
changes  to  the  visual  quality  within  each  Resource  Area  will  be  the  focus  of 
these  meetings. 


A  workshop  will  be  held  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (highlighted 
on  attached  map)  in  Eagle  at  10:00  A.M«  and  in  Carbondale  at  7:00  P„Mo  on 
Tuesday,  November  14  to  participate  at  this  meeting  and  share  with  us  your 
insight  and  understanding  of  public  concerns  to  visual  changes  occurring  or 
possibly  occurring  to  landscapes  within  the  Resource  Areao 

With  your  assistance  we  can  more  responsively  manage  the  visual  resources 
on  public  lands. 

Additional  information  will  be  provided  concerning  the  format  and  specific 
content  of  the  workshops  in  Eagle  and  Carbondale.  A  BLM  representative  will 
be  contacting  you  concerning  this  meeting. 

Sincerely, 


Alfred  Wright 
Area  Manager 
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Dear  — 

This  follow-up  letter  is  to  remind  you  of  the  workshop  being  held  in  Eagle 
at  10:00  A.M.  and  Carbondale  at  7:00  P.M.  on  November  14,  1978,  as  part  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM's)  comprehensive  planning  effort.  As 
indicated  in  the  previous  letter,  the  purpose  of  this  workshop  is  to  gain 
public  input  on  questions  of  change  in  the  visual  quality  of  the  landscape  . 
resulting  from  a  variety  of  possible  land  management  actions.  The  data  ob- ' 
tained  from  this  workshop  is  a  key  aspect  in  the  overall  Visual  Resource 
Management  (VRM)  inventory  and  analysis  process.  As  such,  it  plays  an  im- 
portant role  in  the  determination  of  final  visual  quality  standards  for  the 
various  ELM  lands  within  the  Resource  Area.  The  scope  of  this  workshop,  how- 
ever, is  not  limited  to  Bureau  lands  since  BLM  land  management  actions  would 
visually  affect  adjacent  lands.  Rather,  consideration  will  be  given  to  all 
lands  within  the  Resource  Area  regardless  of  ownership. 

The  workshop  will  be  jointly  facilitated  by  the  BLM  and  Wirth  Associates  who 
have  been  contracted  by  the  Bureau  to  conduct  visual  inventory  and  analysis 
studies  on  selected  lands  in  Colorado.  The  format  will  be  as  follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

Resource  Area  planning  effort 
Purpose  of  the  workshop 

ORIENTATION 


VRM  program  overview  -  use  of  VRM  data 
Slide  overview  of  the  Planning  Unit 


DATA  INPUT 


Your  desired  visual  standards  for  various  lands  within  the  Resource  Area 
(e.g.  preservation;  high, -moderate,  or  low  protection;  or  rehabilitation), 

Your  reaction  to  visual  change  on  various  lands  resulting  from  the- 
following  types  of  land  management  alterations: 

Landform  -  1  Landform  -  2 

resource  extraction  (mining)  dams/water  impoundments 

landfill 

Landform/Vegetation  Vegetation 

roads  timber  harvest 

pipelines  land  treatment  (grazing, 

ORV  use  chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 
rail  spurs 

Vegetation/Structures  -  1  Vegetation/Structures  -  2 

power  lines  ski  area  development/resort 

tramways 

ref 1 ectors/repeators 

substations  - 


structures 


residential 


(This  portion  will  not  be  issue  or  project  oriented  but  rather 
consider  only  generic  landscape  changes  which  nia^  take  place  over 
the  next  few  years). 

.   Your  narrative  discussion  of  specific  land  management  issues  or 
projects  of  concern  to  you. 

Individual  rating  forms  will  be  provided  so  that  after  discussion  of  topics  or 

areas  with  others  at  your  table  you  may  make  r°^^^^^P°[;'%PUu^I^liintPH 
to  complete  the  presentation  and  record  your  input  in  the  2  hours  allotea, 
however  it  is  essential  that  we  adhere  closely  to  the  topics  and  format  des- 
cHbed  ^bove  without  discussion  of  your  views  on  specific  local  issues  or  pro  f  ts. 
Se  do  desire  this  infonnation,  however,  and  the  final  phase  of  the  program  will 
be  devoted  to  recording  them. 

As  a  selected  spokesman  for  a  particular  user  or  interest  g^°"P^°t;r^;"Pf  ^;^° 
this  workshop  is  key  because  of  the  public  sector  you  represent.  Without  your 
presence  their  important  viewpoint  may  not  be  given  adequate  consideration.  This 
personal,  additional  reminder  is  intended  to  represent  an  indication  of  the 
level  of  importance  the  Bureau  places  on  the  visual  resource  and  its  consideration 
in  future  land  management  planning  and  decision  making.  It  is  a'so  intended  to 
indicate  the  importance  we  put  on  your  input  in  the  final  determination  of  VRIl 
standards  for  Bureau  lands  within  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,- 

Sincerely, 


Alfred  Wright 
Area  Manager 


Distance  Zones 
criteria 

Distance  Zone  classifications  are  used  to  indicate  the  relative  detail 
that  is  perceived  in  natural  and  man-made  features  on  the  landscape.  The 
closer  an  object  is  to  the  viewer  the  greater  the  detail  An   which  it  is 
perceived  and  the  greater  is  its  perceived  scale  in  relation  to  the 
surrounding  landscape.  Therefore,  a  landscape  modification  near  the  viewer 
would  have  a  greater  negative  visual  effect  than  the  same  modification  seen 
further  away. 

Distance  Zone  categories  as  defined  in  the  BLM  VRM  system  include  the 
following:  Foreground/Mi ddleground  -  from  viewer  location  to  3-5  miles; 
Background  =  from  3-5  miles  to  approximately  15  miles;  and  Seldom  Seen  = 
beyond  the  approximate  15  mile  limit.  The  Seldom  Seen  designation  is  also 
applied  to  areas  that  because  of  topographic  screening  are  unseen  from  any 
designated  viewer  location. 

The  criteria  and  procedure  used  for  delineating  distance  zones  are  those  set 
forth  in  BLM;s  8411  manual.  This  procedure  first  involves  the  determination 
of  Key  Observer  Points  (KOPs).  These  points  are  the  same  as  those  used  for 
the  visual  sensitivity  -  use  volume  study  (see  use  volume  methodology  narrative 
preceeding). 
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From  these  points  (or  travel  routes)  a  ''seen  area  analysis"  (see  visual 
sensitivity  -  use  volume  narrative)  is  conducted.  All  lands  that  can 
be  seen  from  that  point  or  travel  corridor  out  to  a  distance  of  3-5  miles 
are  labeled  as  Foreground/Middleground.  All  lands  that  can  be  seen  from 
that  point  or  corridor  between  3-5  miles  and  15  miles  are  labeled  as  Background. 
All  lands  that  are  beyond  15  miles  from  any  KOp  or  are  unseen  from  any  KOP 
are  labeled  as  Seldom  Seen.  Where  overlaps  of  these  zones  occur  (from  2  or 
more  KOPs)  the  closer  zone  is  designated. 

For  this  study  use  volume  information  was  t^ken  from  various  sources,  as 
indicated  in  the  visual  sensitivity  -•  use  yolunie  narrative.  A  manual 
seen  area  analysis  was  conducted  from  the  moderate  and  high  volume  points/ 
corridors  in  the  office  from  topographic  and  raised  relief  maps.  Appropriate 
distance  zone  designations  were  then  made.  TKis  preliminary  distance  zone 
map  was  then  taken  to  the  field  by  the  scenic  quality  inventory  team  for 
verification.  Revisions  were  made  accordingly. 
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ROARKIG  FORK  PL/.^liJIH6  UHlf  ^''"■;"'' 

General  Setting 

The  Roaring  Fork  Planning  Unit  encompasses  235,000  acres  of  land  running 
northwest-southeast  along  the  Roaring  Fork  River  from  Glenwood  Springs  to 
Aspen. 

The  topography  in  the  unit  is  varied  and  includes  a  number  of  broad  open 
valleys,  high  tablelands  which  are  part  of  the  Grand  Mesa,  deeply  incised 
canyons,  and  the  peaks,  ridges,  and  narrow  valleys  of  the  Sawatch  and  Elk 
MountaiBS. 

The  Sawatch  Mountains  border  the  unit  to  the  east  and  the  Elk  Mountains 
run  along  the  western  boundary.  Mt.  Sopris  (12,959')  stands  west  of  the 
unit  and  is  a  dominant  scenic  element  throughout  much  of  the  area.  Other 
peaks  which  strongly  influence  the  unit's  scenic  quality  and  contribute 
to  its  rugged  alpine  character  include  Capitol  Peak  (14,140'),  Snowmass 
Mountain  (12,350'),  Smuggler  Mountain  (10,640'),  Basalt  Mountain  (10,820'), 
and  Red  Mountain  (10,470'). 

Glenwood  Canyon  lies  at  the  northern  edge  of  the  unit  and  its  colorful, 
exposed  geologic  strata  and  dramatically  rising  vertical  walls  are  extra- 
ordinary. 

Three  major  rivers  drain  the  planning  unit.  The  Crystal  Riyer  flows  north 
and  joins  the  Roaring  Fork  River  south  of  Carbondale.  The  Roaring  Fork 
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flows  to  the  northwest,  bisecting  the  unit  and  joininq  the  Colorado 
River  at  Glenwood  Springs.  Noteworthy  tributaries  to  these  rivers  include 
Fryingpan  Creek,  Woody  Creek,  Capitol  Creek  and  Cattle  Creek.  These 
tributaries  are  all  important  scenic  elements  within  their  respective 
rating  units. 

Several  reservoirs  are  scattered  throughout  the  unit.  Spring  Park,  Van 
Springs,  and  Consolidated  Reservoirs  all  lie  in  the  northeastern  portion 
of  the  unit.  Wildcat  Reservoir  is  west  of  Snowmass,  and  Hughes  Reservoir 
is  to  the  northwest. 

Local  vegetation  varies  with  altitude  and  exposure.  Large  groves  of  aspen 
are  found  at  the  higher  elevations,  often  conforming  to  drainage  courses. 
Englemann  Spruce,  Douglas  Fir,  L'odgepole  Pine,  and  Ponderosa  Pine  pre- 
dominate along  the  mesic  northfacing  slopes  and  Pinon-Juniper  associations 
are  common  to  the  southern  exposures.  Oakbrush,  sagebrush,  and  grasses 
cover  the  valley  bottoms,  and  cottonwood  and  willow  commonly  border  the 
rivers  and  streams. 

State  Highway  82  is  the  major  transportation  corridor  in  the  unit  and  serves 
to  connect  Glenwood  Springs,  Carbondale,  Basalt,  and  Aspen.  A  branch  of 
the  highway  extends  west  south  of  V^oody  Creek  and  provides  access  to 
Snowmass.  Highway  131  extends  south  from  Carbondale  roughly  paralleling 
the  Crystal  River.  1-70  briefly  passes  through  the  unit  near  the  northern 
boundary. 
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There  are  five  urban  areas  in  the  unit,  Glenwood  Springs,  Carbondale, 
Basalt,  Snowmass,  and  Aspen.  Aspen  and  Snov/mass  are  resort 
communities  and  the  development  here  has  been  done  in  an  environmentally 
sensitive  manner  which  blends  well  with  the  natural  landscape.  Development 
in  the  other  urban  areas  and  along  the  highways  tends  to  be  inharmonious  and 
distracting,  however. 
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SORU  GENERAL  LAflDSCAPE  TYPES  AND  SUMMARV 
PLANNING  UNIT:   ROARING  FORK 


GENERAL  TYPE  KEY 


Mountains  M  Rolling  Hills  RH 

Ridges  and  Narrow  Valleys  R&NV  Broad  Valleys  •.  BV 

Canyons  C  Prairie  PR 

Plateaus  P  Riparian  R 


SQRU GENERAL  TYPE 

N0=  NAME         .  


001 

Aspen  Village 

002 

Aspen  Bowl 

003 

Woody  Creek 

004 

Brush  Creek 

005 

Snowmass  Valley 

006 

Wildcat  Reservoir 

007 

Snowmass  Creek 

008 

Capitol  Creek 

009 

Watson  Divide 

010 

Old  Snowmass 

Oil 

Fryingpan  River 

012 

Main  Valley 

013 

West  Sopris  Creek 

014 

Prince  Creek 

015 

Crystal  River  Valley 

016 

Thompson  Creek 

017 

Hoi  gate  Mesa 

018 

Jerome  Park 

019 

Fourmile  Valley 

020 

Dry  Park 

021 

Lower  Dry  Park 

022 

Hughes  Reservoir 

023 

Threemile  Creek 

024 

Glenwood  Springs  Val 

025 

Glenwood  Canyon 

026 

Spring  Park 

027 

Cattle  Creek 

028 

Cottonwood  Divide 

BV/R 

M 

BV/R 

R&NV 

R&NV 

BV/R 

R&NV 

BV 

R&NV 

C 

C 

BV/R 

BV 

RH 

BV/R 

R&NV 

R&NV 

BV 

R&NV 

BV 

BV 

RH^R 

C 

BV/R 


r 


BV 

R&NV 

P 


.\^ 


TABLE  2 


SCENIC  QUALITY  RATING  SUMMARY 


DISTRICT: 
RESOURCE  AREA: 


GRAND  JUNCTION 
GLENWOOD  SPRINGS 


PLANNING  UNIT:   ROARING  FORK 


SORU 

RATING 

CRITERIA 

TOTAL 

NO. 

NAME 

LF 

•  V 

W 

C 

AS 

S 

CM 

2 

NO. 

25 

SqR 

001 

Aspen  Village 

4 

5 

1 

4 

4 

5 

A 

002 

Aspen  Bowl 

3 

4 

0 

4 

0 

3 

1 

15 

B 

003 

Woody  Creek 

3 

3 

1 

5 

4 

1 

-1 

16 

B 

004 

Brush  Creek 

1 

3 

2 

2 

4 

1 

•  1 

14 

B 

005 

Snowmass  Valley 

3 

5 

2 

4 

3 

4 

2 

23 

A 

006 

Wildcat  Reservoir 

2 

3 

4 

4 

4 

3 

2 

22 

A 

007 

Snowmass  Creek 

4 

5 

4 

5 

0 

3 

2 

23 

A 

008 

Capitol  Creek 

4 

4 

0 

5 

3 

2 

1 

19 

A 

009 

Watson  Divide 

1 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

9 

C 

010 

Old  Snowmass 

3 

3 

4 

3 

0 

2 

-3 

12 

B 

Oil 

Fryingpan  River 

4  . 

3 

5 

4 

0 

3 

-1 

18 

B 

012 

Main  Valley 

2 

4 

3 

4 

4 

2 

-3 

16 

B 

013 

West  Sopris  Creek 

2 

4 

0 

4 

5 

1 

2 

18 

B  .. 

014 

Prince  Creek 

1 

2 

0 

2 

5 

1 

2 

13 

B 

015 

Crystal  River  Valley 

2 

4 

3 

4 

5 

2 

0 

20 

A 

015 

Thompson  Creek 

5 

4 

3 

5 

0 

6 

2 

25 

A 

017 

Hoi  gate  Mesa 

1 

3 

0 

3 

5 

1 

2 

15 

B 

018 

Jerome  Park 

2 

3 

0 

4 

4 

1 

.  1  ■ 

15 

B 

019 

Fourmile  Valley 

3 

4 

2 

4 

0 

1 

2 

16 

B 

020 

Dry  Park 

1 

3 

0 

4 

5 

1 

2 

16 

B 

021 

Lower  Dry  Park 

2 

3 

1 

4 

3 

1 

1 

15 

B 

022 

Hughes  Reservoir 

2 

3 

3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

20 

A 

023 

Threemile  Creek 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

1 

0 

13 

B 

024 

Glenwood  Sprgs. Valley 

3 

4 

3 

3 

0 

1 

-1 

13 

B 

025 

Glenwood  Canyon 

5 

4 

5 

4 

0 

6 

0 

24 

A 

026 

Spring  Park 

2 

4 

2 

3 

5 

1 

0 

17 

B 

027 

Cattle  Creek 

1 

2 

3 

3 

0 

1 

0 

10 

C 

028 

Cottonwood  Divide 

1 

2 

3 

2 

3 

1 

-2 

10 

C 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

Three  rating  units  within  the  Roaring  Fork  Planning  Unit  have  been  identified  as 

potential  areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 

they  represent  Class  A  Scenery  and  have  received  a  rating  of  5  or  6  in  regard 

to  their  relative  scarcity. 

These  rating  units  represent  areas  of  extraordinary  scenic  quality  and  require 
special  management  attention  to  insure  preservation  of  the  qualities  which 
make  them  exceptional. 

The  areas  which  have  been  identified  are  as  follows: 


SQRU 


RATING  CRITERIA 


TOTAL 


N0» 

NAME 

LF 

V 

W 

C 

AS 

S 

CM 

N0„ 

SQR 

001 
016 
025 

Aspen  Village 
Thompson  Creek 
Glenwood  Canyon 

4 
5 
5 

5 
4 
4 

1 
3 
5 

4 
5 
4 

4 
0 
0 

5 
6 
6 

2 
2 
0 

25 
25 

24 

A 
A 
A 

SQRU  Number  001,  Aspen  Village,  is  a  highly  developed  area  and  as  such,  may 
be  an  exception  to,  the  ACEC  "formula."  This  rating  should  be  reviewed  by  the 
Area  Office. 
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District     Grand  Junction 
Planning  Unit   Roaring  Fork 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  No.      l 

Film:  Roll  §  ^ 6     Frame  § 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   "25  -  A 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  25,  1978 

Evaluator(s)   PG,  MR,  EB,  TT 


Time  of  Day   9 : 30 

Weather      cloudy,  snov/ing 


Aspen  Village 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Vlater 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


pyramidic,  massive 


northfacinq  -  vertical  bands 


interrupted  with  ski  slopes; 


southfacinq  -  clumped  sage,  shrub, 


aspen  stands 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charact e r ) 


low  rectilinear. sloninn 


roofs,  geometric 


Line 


angular,  .lagged,  undulating 


northfacinq   -  broken   linear 


conifers; 


southfacinq  -  random,  grading  into 


linear 


Aspen,  horizontal  differentiation 


Color 


reddish  sandstone  outcrops 


northfacinq  -  muted  browns,  deep 


natural,  compl  inmntflry 


greens,  conifers 


southfacinq  -  muted 'browns,  oliye 


drab,  sage,  mountain  shrub 


Texture 


coarse  and  dissected  on  northface 

northfacinq  -  broken,  coarse  pine'^- 

scattered. 

residential 

southface  is  smooth  and  rounded 

patches  of  aspen,  smooth  ski 

runways;  southfacinq  -  matted 

sage,  shrub,  extensive  aspen 

stands 
General  Narrative:    An  enclosed  valley  with  a  diverse  mix  of  vegetation  dominated  by  aspens, 
alpine  conifers,  and  sagebrush.  Northfacinq  slopes  developed  for  ski  runs.  Town  of  Aspen 


J ^|jl?—liltiniiy_ye  atmosphere  to  the  basin  and  enhances  the  overall  visual  quality  of  the  rating 

un  1 1 . , 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

i 

Landform 

5 

(4)3 

1 

common 

2 

Vegetation   - 

(5) 

3 

1 

diverse  mix 

3 

Water 

5 

3(1) 

0 

not  siqnificant 

4 

Color 

5 

(^3 

1 

seasonal   variety 

5 

Influence 

5 

(4)3 

0 

distinctive  atmo 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

^2 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

enhances  area 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 
SQRU 

001 


Subtotal 


.=  Total. 


25 


19-33 
12-18 
1  I  or  Less 


Final  Ratir, 

A 


/?. 


H,  B,  or  C 


• 


k 


• 


District  Grand  Junction 

PlanninglJmt  Roaring  FoTF 


002 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #   1  _      Frame  §    3 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    15  -  B 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date    October  25,  1978 


Evaluator(s) 

PG,  MR,  CT,  EC 

Time  of  Day 

11:00 

Weather 

cloudy,  cold 

Aspen  Dowl 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


rounded  highland  depression 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


irregularly  banded  conifer  ^pd 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charactrr) 


widely  scattered. 


Line 


Color 


covered  by  vegetation 


Texture 


smooth,  gentle  drainages 


aspen,  barren  areas  associated 


with  extreme  relief 


cubical 


curvilinear 

aspen  intersects  conifers  in 

angular 

.iaqqed,  angular  line 

seasonal  variation;  conifer 


deep  green;  aspen  -  pale  green. 


orange,  gray 


natural  color, 


wood  colon,  dark 


aspen  -  smooth;  conifers  -  brushy 


scattered  dwellings 


General  Narrative:   This  unit  is  a  densely  forested,  northfacing  upland  valley.  The  overall 

scenic  quality  is  enhanced  by  the  pleasing  contrast  of  color  between  the  many  stands  of  alpine 

conifers  and  aspen  groves  found  here.  Cultural  modifications  are  found  here  in  the  form  of  scattered 
residential  development  and  agrarian  actfviTies,  but  tiTeTr  inTTuetTce  on  tSW'ai'sTneirTc  quaTTty  ot  the" 
tirqa  is  positive, ^ ^^ 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or  - 
Explanation 

i 

Landform 

5 

6) 

1 

common  upland  basin 

Class  A      19-33 

2 

Vegetation    . 

5 

(4)3 

1 

diverse  aspen/conifer 

Class  B       12-18 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(0) 
\ 

4 

Color 

5 

(4)3 

contrasting 

Class  C      1  1  or  Less 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

CO") 

SQRU        Fine   Rating 
\1/                4^ 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

(3)2 

1 

distinctive 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

<j)o 

-4 

minimal    but  positive 

002                 B 

Subtotal 

+             + 

=  Totnl          T5      ,, 

^^ 

A,  B,  or  C 

# 


c 


fc 


Di stri ct      Grand  Junction 
Planning~IJnTt     Roaring  Fork 


003 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §  1    Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating     16  -"  B 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  ?.^.   197B 
Evaluator(s)   pg.  MR.  EB.  CT 


Time  of  Day_ 
Weather 


12:00 


overcast 


Woody  Creek 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2..  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


rounded,  curvilinear,  qently 

patchy  shrubs  on  slopes. 

blocky.  linear  buildings. 

sloping 

relatively  unbroken  pastureland 

linear  fences  and  phone 

on  valley  bottoms 

1  ines 

■■'■'■'"  '  ■'■ -  — 

Line 

diagonally  slopina  ridges. 

irregular 

reqtilinearp  sloping 

horizontal  valley  bottoms 

roofs 

Color 

muted  browns  and  brilliant  red 

russet,  dull  greens; 

dark  natural  tones 

outcrops 

qreen/qold  pastures 

Texture 

striated,  incised  drainages 

tufted  on  slopes,  uniformly 

scattered  buildings. 

smooth  pastures 

fences  and  pov;er  lines 

General  Narrative:  Fairly  wide  terraced  valley  bisected  by  a  river  gorge.  It  is  enclosed  by 


rp unded  foothills  with  some  color  being  added  by  patches  of  red  soil,  and  stands  of  sage  and  aspen. 
Ilie_fi e a rby  ski  mountains  add  to  the  scenic  qiality  of  the  landscape  while  some  developmen t  detract :|_ 
fr.QiiLlLc .^ __I " 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


Landform 


Vegetation 


Water 


Color 


Influence 


Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 
Subtotal 


High 


H 


Medium 


M 


W 


JJD-O 


rVTT 


IB 


Low 


0 


LL 


-4 


Rationale  or 
Explanation 

flat  valley  bottom,  low 

— n'dqes Class  A 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


present  but  not.^^.^^.^^Class  B 


contrasting 


adds  interest 


transmission  lines 


SQRU 

003 


.=  Total. 


16 


19-33 
12-18 


Class  C       I  1  or  Less 


Fina 

B 


Rating 


A,   B,  or  C 


4^- 


& 


Di stri ct  Grand  Junction 

PlanninglTnTt  Roaring  ForiT 


004 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit^ 

*Nanie  or  No.     #i 
Film:  Roll  H  #6     Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating     14  -  B 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


4,  5 
1,  2 


Date     October  25,  1978 
Evaluator(s)   PG,  CT,  MR.  EB 


Time  of  Day   ^2:45 
Weather      partly  cloudy 


Brush  Creek 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landfonn/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


rounded,  gently  sloping 


patchy,  scattered,  mottled 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


.cubical  .__s1op1na- 


roofed  barns  and 


residences 


Line 


Color 


Texture 


curvilinear 

uneven,  broken 

rectilinear,  anqular 

covered 

dull  olive  green  and  russet. 

compl imentary. 

subtle  seasonal  variations 

natural  tones 

'■■■'  ■■  -  -^ 

smooth,  undulating 

tufted  shrubs,  smooth  grasses 

scattered 

on  valley  floor 

General  Narrative:   Small  enclosed  valley  surrounded  by  rounded  ridges.  Tufted  shrubby  vegetation 

along  sideslopes,  fairly  uniform  grasses  along  valley  bottom,  intermittently  broken  by  rio a^jan 

shruljbv.veget^ tLoa  along  stream  corridor.  Red  sandstone  cliffs  and  Snov/mass  ski  area  provide  strong 
scenic  TnTluence  al  encri  end  ot  the  valley.  Farms  scattered  through  the  valley'  add  additional 
scenic  interest, 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

Scenic  Quality 

Classification 

1 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

(V 

comnon  valley 

Class  A      19-33 

2 

Vegetation    . 

5 

6) 

1 

some  diversitv 

Class  B       12-18 

3 

Water 

5 

3  (2) 

0 

rioarian  veaetation 

4 

Color 

5 

3   C2. 

1 

subtle  contrast 

Class  C       1  1  or  Less 

5 

Influence 

5 

:4)3 

0 

strong  influence 

SQRU        Fina    Rating, 
\1/                N.^ 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(0 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

:uo 

-4 

positive 

004                    B 

Subtotal 

+             +            =  Total-      "i^      .. 

'7^ 

A,  B,  or  t 

s 


c 


District 
PlanningUnif" 


Grand  Junction 


Roaring  Fork 


005 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 
*Name  or  No.     #1 
Film:  Roll  H  #6     Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  ~~2^     -    A 


15 
#1.  2 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  25,  1978 
Evaluator(s)  pg.  ct.  fr.  "mF 


Time  of  Day_ 
Weather 


cloudy 


Snowmass  Valley 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


rounded,  moderately  sloping 


patchv.  banded,  rlparpH  in  3)-p3<; 


^ 


for  ski   trails 


3.     Feature:     Structure 

(only  central    character) 


strongly  geometric 


Line 


curvil inear 


irregular  and  broken,  strnnnlv     angular,  hard 


vertical  on  ski  slopes 


Color 


generally  covered,  occasional 


dark  gray  outcrops 


deep  green  conifers,  seasonal 


variation  among  aspens  and  grasses 
lush  green  lavm  on  golf  course   ~ 


natural  tones 


Texture 


smooth 


tufted  sagebrush,  fine  textured 


aspen,  brushy  conifers 


dense  condomini 


M_ 


dQvslQpmgnt 


General  Narrative:   Steeply  sloping  valley  supportinr]  vegetative  communities  dominated  by  aspen, 
alpine  conifers,  and  sagebrush.  Brush  Creek  bisects  'valley  but  is  not  a  dominant  feature,  yinaoe 

"  ■ ^   '  ■  ■        unit 


q|  SiiQyMiasg_ne^rup().er  end  of  the  valley  enhances  the  overall  scenic  quality  of  the  rating 
with  Its  clistTnc|Tve  architectural  style  and  iIs~empF)asTs~orthe  natural  landform".  Ski  slo 
a  dominant  visual  factor  on  the  hillside. 


pes  are 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


Londform 
Vegetation 


Water 


Color 


influence 


Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 


High 


M 


6 


Medium 


?)  3 


l3) 


Low 


0 


0 


-4 


Rationale  or 
Explanation 


diverse  mix 


strong  contrast 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


Subtotal 


architecture  enhances 

■"bCbiH  1l    L|Udl  i  l^ 


SQRU 

005 


.=  Total 


23 


19-33 
12-18 
1  I  or  Less 


Fine 


Rating 


/>k 


A,  B,  or  L" 


• 


District 
Planning~UniT 


firand  Junction 

Roaring   Fork 


006 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Umt_ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #     _    6    Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating 22  -"  A 


16,  17 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date    October  25,  1978 

Evaluator(s)  PG,  CT,  EB,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

Weather      sunny 

Wildcat  Reservoir 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


rounded  basin 


massed  conifers, 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charact'^r) 


bands  of  aspen 


Line 


curvilinear 

Color 


covered 

everqreen  with  seasonally 

varying  deciduous  colors 

Texture 


smooth 

brushy,  bristly 

General  Narrative:     This  unit  is  visually  dominated  by  the  presence  of  Wildcat  Reservoir  which 
lies  at  the  center  of  this  somewhat  rounded  basin.  This  large  water  feature  is  complimented 


by  a  colorful  mix  of  vegetation  characterized  by  mixed  alpine  conifers  and  groves  o'-  aspen. 
\nrsl:as~oT~surrouncnng  peaRs  further  "acRPto~The"strencn:h  of  the  "visual  experlenceTrT'tliTs' area, 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


Londform 


Vegetation 


Water 


Color 


High 


Medium 


Influence 
Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 
Subtotal 


E 


3^ 


mi 


®3 


@2 


Low 


-4 


Rationale  or 
Explanation 


mixed  conifers/aspen 
dominant  feature 
pi  easing  contrasts 


Snov^mass 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


± 


=  Total. 


22 


Clnss  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 

19-33             « 

12-18 

1  1  or  Less 

SQRU 

006 

Fina   Rating 

A 

.^ 

A,  B,  or  U 


-y 


i 


€ 


£ 


C 


District  Grand  Junction 

P1anning"~[Jnit' 


Roaring  Fork 


007 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 
*Name  or  No.  ~ 

Film:  Roll  #JI __^ ^Frame  #  6.  7.  8,  9 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    23  -  A 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  25,  1978 
EvaluatorU)  PG.  CT.  MR.  EB 


Time  of  Day_ 
Weather 


12:30 

cloudy/snow  flurries 


Snowmass  Creek 


Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


Texture 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


steenlv  slopina  "l)"-shflnpd 

scattered  intermixed  saqe. 

scattered  and  not  a 

valley,  mountain  peaks 

conifers  and  aspen;  large  bands 

highly  visible  factor 

of  aspens  corresponding  to  soil 

types  and  rel ief 

annular,  slopina.  rounded 

willows  correspond  to  stream 

course 

generally  covered  with 

sideslopes  are  qrayish-qreen. 

vegetation 

vallev  floor  mottled  with  qreens. 

grays,  and  russets 

smooth 

sideslopes  are  covered  with  tufted 

sage,  fine  textured  aspen  and 

coarse  conifers  on  valley  bottom 

General  Narrative:  A  wide,  steep-walled,  "U"-shaped  vallev  with  an  interesting  veqetative  pattern 
consisting  of  a  diverse  mix  of  plant  comnunities.  Blue  Spruce  and  fir  occur  along  the  ridgetops  and 
large  groves  of  aspens  Interspersed  with  sage  and  scrub  oak  are  found  along  the  hillsides.  Willow  ancl" 
sedge  meadows  correspond  fo"  the  river  course" 


Vegetation  has  been  cleared  in  ski  slope  areas  and 
qrusslands  are  present  in  some  upland  swale  areas.  Water  isn't  dominant  but  is  a  conspicuous 


,4  4m. 


-j-i. 


Factoi 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

High 

Medium 

Low 

.  Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(A)  3 

1 

peaks 

Class  A      19-33 

2 

Vegetation    . 

(s) 

3 

1 

strongly  diverse 

veqClassB       12-18 

3 

Water 

5 

f?)3 

0 

stronq  influence  on 

4 

Color 

^5) 

3 

1 

rich  contrast 

Class  C       I  1  or  Less 

5 

influence 

5 

3 

(0) 

SQRU        Fina 

Rating 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

^2 

\ 

/ 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2; 

0 

-4 

none 

007                 A 

Subtotal   , +             + 

=  Tntnl           23 

/ 

^' 

A,  B,  or  C 

"w 


Grand  Junction 


District 

Planning  Unit  Roaring  Fork 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit        008 

*Nanie  or  No.  #1 

Film:     Roll   if  #6  Frame  § 


10,  11 
3 


Scenic  Quality  Rating    19  -  a 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


• 


Date      October  25.  1978 

Evaluator(s)   PG,  MR.  CT.  EB 

Time  of  Day    5:00 

Weather       cloudy 

Capitol  Creek 

Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


broad,  flat  valley  bottom. 


clumped  conifers  on  hillside 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charac t e r )_ 


recti  1 inear 


lovTmesas  and  steep-walled 


terraces,  linear  bands  along 


mountain  slopes 


valley  bottom 


Line 


Color 


strongly  horizontal  in  valley 

patchy  interspersal  pine  and 

horizontal .  vertical . 

bottom,  highly  angular  along 

aspen 

angular,  sloping 

valley  v;alls 

deep  maroon  along  mountainsides    evergreen,  tans,  russets 


natural  wood  tones 


Texture 


smooth,  soft  valley  bottom. 

smooth  to  bushy 

scattered 

hard, broken,  jagged 

mountainsides 

General  Narrative:  Wide^ broad^  and  flat  valley  ringed  by  an  interesting  mix  of  landforms  including 

low  terraces,  mesas,  smooth,  rounded  hillsides  and  angular  ianged  mountainsides.  Maroon  sandstnnp 

tan  to  green  valley  grasses, 


outcrops  provide  strong  visual  contrast  with  the  coniferous  yegel^ation., 
aspens  and  seasonal  snow„  'ircFTcuTtural  land  uses  in  valley  add  to  tne~ 

as  does  Mt.  Souris  and  other  peaks  visible  in  the  background. 


overall  scenic  qua' 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

i 

Landform 

5 

(i)  3 

1 

diverse  landform; 

— Q  ro  s  1 0  n  a-1 — pattei 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(4)  3 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

ro) 

4 

Color 

(5) 

3 

1 

rich 

5 

Influence 

5 

(3; 

0 

peaks 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

(2^ 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0)0 

-A 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       1  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
008 


Subtotal 


=  Total, 


19 


Rating 


/.\ 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


• 


ft. 


€ 


District      Grand  Junction 
PlanninglJiiit    Roaring  ForF 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 009 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  fl   1   Frame  # 12 

Scenic  Quality  Rating 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  25,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

CT.  ER.  MR.  PG 

Time  of  Day 

10:30 

Weather 

partly  cloudy 

Watson  Divide 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


Form 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


(v^lJS 


rounded  hills 

scattered  iuniners 

none 

Line 

horizontal ,  si iqhtl y 

undulating  ridqes 

irregular 

Color 

dark  maroon 

green  mottling  of  juniper 

against  gray-green  sage 

Texture 

smooth 

scattered  coarse  texture  on 

even  textured  background 

General  Narrative:   Low  rounded  hillsides  with  high  mountain  ridqes  in  background.  Vegetation  lacks 

diversity  or  strong  color.  The  valley  is 

bisected  by  a  stream  and  little  interesting  vecjotation 

is  associated  with  the  river  course.  Adjacent  scenery  is  not  visible.  Scattered  dwellings  and 

agrarian  activities  slightly  enhance  the  sce:^1c  quality  of  :.he  area. 

m 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

(j) 

1 ittle  rel ief 

2 

Vegetation  . 

5 

3   ^ 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3  © 

0 

4 

Color 

5 

3(2) 

1 

muted  tones 

5 
6 

Influence 

5 

3 

(0) 

none 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

en 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0)0 

-4 

scattered  dv.'ell  i 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  1  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 

009 


Subtotal 


,=  Total. 


Rating 


/^. 


A,  B,  or  C 


Hrand  Junction 


Di  stn'  ct    

Planning  Unit    Roaring  Fork 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 
*Name  or  No.     2 

Film:  Roll  #    6 Frame 

Scenic  Quality  Rating     12  - 


010 


2 
4 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date       October  26,  1978 

Evaluator(s)   pg.  cT.  EB.  MR 

Time  of  Day   4:35 

Weather      clear 

Old  Snowmass 

Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


steep-walled  valley  bounded  by 
deeply  incised  rounded 


massed  conifers  along  sideslopes 
with  patchy  bare  areas  and  oak 


Ciibkfll  rfisidfinr.e^ 


hillsides 


brush,  dense  aspens  on  valley 


bottom 


Line 


Color 


curvil inear. 

vertical , 

vertical  bands  along  sideslopes, 

hard. 

anaular. 

slopinq 

horizontal 

horizontal  lineation  along 

valley  floor 

reddish  soils  and  rock  outcrops 

deep  green  .iunipers  and 

natural  tones  and 

seasonally  varying  aspens 

occasional  bright 

metallic  coloration 

Texture 


rouqii,  dissected 

scrubby  junipers,  fine  textured 

scattered 

aspens 

General  Narrative: A  moderately  deep  canyon  bisected  by  Roaring  Fork  River.  The  surrounding  hills 

are  broadly  rounded  on  the  crests  and  fairly  steep.  The  southfacing  slopes  are  freguently  incised  by 


drainage^  and  are  eroded  showing  much  red  soil  and  rock.  A  pi nyon-juniper  community  dominates  on  the 
southfacing  slopes  and  little  herbaceous  vegetation  exists  because  of  erosion.  The  northfacing  slopes 
Rave  conifers  on  the  ridge  grading  into  a  scrub  oak  communityT  Cottoriwoods  are  assocTaled"  w'ftn  fHe^ 
river  course  which  is  a  significant  feature  of  the  landscape7~"The  area  is  not  influenced  by   (over) 


Narrative  continued:  ^ 

adjacent  scenery.      Residences   alonq  the   river  lessen  the  scenic  value  of  this  area. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

& 

1 

much  topographic 
varTation 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

J'> 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

(f)3 

0 

strong  element 

4 

Color 

5 

O) 

1 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

(0) 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

(2) 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0^3) 

-4 

inharmonious 

' ^4- i-..^^r. 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 

010 


Subtotal 


=  Total li. 


Rating 


/>. 


A,   B,   or  C 


District  Grand  Junction 

PlanninglJrnt  Roaring  Fork 


on 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Umt^ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §    2      ^Frame  #  3.4 

Scenic  Quality  Rating 18  -  B 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date   October  26,  1978 

Evaluator(s)   CT,  PG.  MR.  EB 


Time  of  Day   12:15 
Weather 


clear 


Frying  Pan  River 


Form 


Line 


Color 


1.     Feature:     Land form/Water 


2.     Feature:     Vegetation 


narrow  high-walled  valley  bounded 
Ty"precipitous  sandstone  cliffs; 


"FTocky  walls 


patchy,  scattered  pinvon-.iuniper 


along  ridqetops  and  valley 


walls 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


cubical  residences 


vertical ,  diagonal 


linear  cottonwoods  along  rivepr 


curvil inear  oak  brush 


vertical  and  hori- 


zontal pov/er  1  ines 


reddish  soils  and  rock  outcrops 


of  the  Maroon  Formation 


seasonally  varying  aspens  and 


cottonwoods,  green  junipers/ 


pinyons,  grayish-green  sage 


natural  earth  tones 


Texture 


rough,  striated,  rocky 

tufted,  brushy,  bristly,  coarse 

scattered 



General  Narrative:   This  is  an  enclosed  narrow  canyon  dominated  by  colorful  red  sandstone 
outcrops  and  the  meandering  movemetit  of  the  Frying  Pan  River.  Cottonwoods  and  shrub  oak 
dominate,  t_.,  river  b^tom,  while  sage  and  juniper  cover  the  cliffs.  A  number  of  transmis s i on 
lines  distract  from  the  vTsual  quality  of  this  canyon.      


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level 


Landform 


Vegetation 


Water 


Color 


Influence 


Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 


High 


Subtotal 


S 


Medium 


(^  3 


(£l1. 


WIZ 


oft 


Low 


0 


n 


Rationale  or 
Explanation 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


interesting  erosional 

fjdlLei  IIS   -  steep         Class  A 

dominant  element  Class  B 


19-33 
12-18 


rich  variety/contrast    Class  C      I  1  or  Less 


SQRU 

power  lines OIJ 


Final  Rating 
B 


=  Total. 


18 


A,  B,  or  C 


^'^ 


w 


^ 


# 


• 


^ 


District      Grand  Junction 
Planning  Unit_   Roarinq  Fork 


iIL2. 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Umt_ 

*Name  or  No.  #2  c     c 

Film:  Roll  #    #1      Frame  #_^izl. 


8 


Scenic  Quality  Rating     16  7  B 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date          October  26,   1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB,   PG,   MR.   CT 

Time  of  Day 

5:45 

Weather 

clear 

Main  Valley 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Vlater 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


Line 


Color 


Texture 


low  rollinq  hills  surrounding  a 

patchy 

geometric,   rectangular 

fairly  wide,   flat  river  bottom 

curvilinear  to  angular 

irreqular  to  broken 

angular 

multi-colored,   liqlit  tan  to  red 

muted  qreen  pinyon-.iuniper. 

unnatural   and 

seasonal   riparian 

natural   mixed 

3 

smooth  hills  with  some  broken 

fine  riparian  to  tuftv  oinvon- 

scattered  residential 

outcrops 

.iuniper 

General  Narrative:  A  large  valley  bordered  by  large  rolling  hills.  Gypsum  outcrops  are  in  evidence 
throughput  the  valley  walls.  A  diversity  of  vegetal  communities  are  present.  Aspen-fir  communities 
dominate  the  ri dges  of  the  higher  slopes,  which  grade  into  an  oak  brush  coirimunity.  Pinyon-juniper  is 
present  on'erodpd  and/or  southTacing  slopes,  "~7\n' extensive  riparian  community  is  represented  by 

tmunity  also~ex1sts  because  of  the  meandering  or  u" 


cQ.LiQjit/iimi  -fin  1  willow, 


Roaring  Fork  River  and  the  subsequent  floodinq 


A  larqe  v/et  meadow  community 

Tame  pastures  and  grain  fields  dominate 


lower 


Narrative  continued: 

vegetation  of  the  vallev  floor.     Residential    development   (condominiurr.s , 
trailer  courts)   detract  from  the  scenic  quality  of  this  area,     however,  views  of 
Mt.   Sopris  increase  the  area's  scenic  value. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3   (2) 

1 

small    but  colorf 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(4)    3 

1 

extensive 

3 

Water 

5 

(3) 

0 

prominent 

4 

Color 

5 

^    3 

1 

diverse 

5 

Influence 

5 

(&    3 

0 

fit.   Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

D 

it 

1 

long  valley  syst 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0(-3j 

-4 

too  common 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 

Class  B  12-18 

Class  C  M  or  Less 

SQRU  Fina   Rating 

012  B 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


16 


/,\ 


A,  B,  or  C 


# 


• 


c 


District    Grand  Junction 
P1anning"~Urri"t    Roaring  Fork 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit  013 

*Nanie  or  No.      j 

Film:  Roll  #     o     Frame  # 


Scenic  Quality  Rating     18  -  B 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


27 
_JL 


Date    October  26.  1978 

Evaluator(s)   mr,  pg.  ct.  EB 

Time  of  Day   4:00 

Weather      clear/sunny 

W.  Sopris  Creek 


Form 


1.     Feature:     Landform/Water 


2.     Feature:     Vegetation 


3.     Feature:     Structure 

(only  central    character) 


broad,  flat  vallev.  rolling 


banded  aspen   intermixed  with 


hills 


scattered  oak, patches  of 


conifers  on  ridqetops 


Line 


curvilinear,  undulating 

diagonal ,  horizontal 

Color 


scattered  red  outcrops 


seasonal  variation  of  aspen 


and  pasture  bottomlands,  green 


patches  of  conifers 


Texture 


smooth 


tufted  oaks/sage;  fine  textured 


aspen,  coarse  conifers 


General  Narrative:   A  wide  to  narrov;  "U"-shaped  valley  favorably  influenced  by  agricultural 
modification  and  surrounded  by  smooth,  lov/,  rolling  hills  blanketed  by  dense  shrub  oak  and  sage 


Co  n  i  fers  c  ap  the  hill  tops  and  stands  of  aspen  drift  dov/n  the  drainage  courses, 
a(I(-rs"iqniTicantTy'To"Tu3  sconfc~quahty  ot  this  landscape. 


Vistas  of  fit.  Sop n s " 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3® 

1 

coiiiiiion 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(4)3 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

m 

none 

4 

Color 

5 

(4)3 

1 

good  seasonal    v< 

5 

Influence 

(S^ 

3 

0 

Sopris 

G 

Scarcity 

r 
O 

2 

(J) 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

complimentary 

Subtotal 


,=  Total. 


18 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 
013 


19-33 
12-18 
I  1  or  Less 


Fine 

B 


Rating 


A,   B,   or  C 


^> 


Grand  Junction 


Roaring  Fork 


District 

Planning  Unit_ 

Scenic  Qua! ity  Rating  Uni t 

•*Name  or  No.      |J 

Film:     Roll        u^  Frame    i^. 


014 


ri  1  m :      ko i  i         u^      r ' 

Scenic  Quality  Rating        Ts 


B 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date   October  28,  1978 


Evaluator(s] 

CT,  MR,  EB,  PG 

Time  of  Day 

3:00 

Weather 

clear,  sunny 

Prince  Cree 

k 

Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/V/ater 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  characte r 


rounded  hillsides,  enclosina 

dense  oak 

scattered  residences, 

flat  to  qently  sloping  vallev 

agriculture, 

bottom 

geometric  forms 

curvilinear,  even,  undulatina 

flat,  curvilinear 

angular 

rolling,  horizontal 

covered 

muted  to  seasonal  agriculture 

mostly  natural 

Texture 


smooth 

smooth 

scattered 

1 

General  Narrative:  On  the  basis  of  its  constituent  elements,  this  landscape  is  not  outstanding, 

The  powerful  i nfluence  of  the  ad.jacent  scenery  (vistas  of  Mt.  Sopris).  strengthens  the  overall 

visual  expcrirjnce  however,^  and  significantly  increases  this  unit's  final  rating. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

0) 

common 

2 

Veaetation 

5 

3(2) 

1 

xeric  types 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(0) 

4 

Color 

5 

3   (2) 

1 

mute 

5 

influence 

(^ 

3      J 

0 

Mt.   Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

Ci) 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

favorable 

Subtotal 


.=  Total. 


13 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU 
014 


Fine 


\l' 


Ratingw 


/>. 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


® 


District  Grand  vlunction 

Planning  Unit        Roaring  TorT 


015 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 
*Nanie  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §  1 ^Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating 20 :^'_^^ 


24 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

Dctober  28,  197G 

Evaluator(s) 

CB,  TG,  MR,  CT 

Time  of  Day 

11:30 

Weather 

clear 

Crystal  R 

iver  Valley 

Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


river  valley 


geometric  agriculture  and 


geometric,  rectangular 


irregular  river  patterns 


Line 


horizontal ,  diagonal 


Color 


Texture 


irregular  to  broken 


angular 


General  Narrative:  This  unit  is  very  similar  to  the  main  Roaring  Fork  valley  except  that  it  is  less 
traveled,  though  still  highly  visible  from  the  main  highv;ay.  The  lov;er  end  of  the  Crystal  River  ____ 
Valley j's  fairly  narrqw^while  flat,  elevated  benches  flank  boti)  sides.  Agriculture  along  v/ith  the 


river  itself  are  the  dominant  features  of  this  scenic  valley,  l-lt.  Sopris  adds  significantly,  to  its 
imnressiorK  '.firrie  there  is  some  modification^  1t  is  not  as  intense  or  disruptivG  as  in  the  main  vaTlT' 


seasonal  riparian  and 

unnatural  and  natural 

agricultural 

mixed 

smooth 

fine  riparian  and  agricultural 

scattered  residential 

Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3(2) 

1 

river  valley 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

V    3 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

(3) 

0 

Crystal    River 

k 

Color 

5 

^4)    3 

1 

diverse 

5 

Influence 

(5) 

3 

0 

Mt.    Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

(2^ 

1 

river  vallev 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(^ 

-4 

some 

Scenic  Ghjolity 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 

Class  B  12-18 

Class  C  I  1  or  Less 

SQRU  Final  Rating 

015  A 


Subtotal 


+ 


=  Total. 


20 


>-'>. 


A,  B,  or  C 


Grand  Junction 


District     _ 

P 1  a nn i ngTIn i"t  Roaring  Fork 


016 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit^ 

*Nanie  or  No.  j^i 

Film:     Roll   ft         fs ^Frame  § 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  25     -    A 


18 
A_9. 


{see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


• 


Date    Octobe 

r  26,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

FB,  PG.  MR 

Time  of  Day 

1:00 

Weather 

sunny 

Thompson  Creek 


Form 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charactor) 

rounded,  uneven  ridqes. 

banded  conifers,  scattered  shrubs 

small  linear 

precipitous,  massive 

railroad  bridqes 

Line 

undulating,  diagonal. 

vertical  bands,  curvilipear 

not  highly  visible 

horizontal,  vertical 

masses  of  saqe 

Color 

• 

pinkish-red  sandstone, 

deep  greens,  grayish-greens 

natural  tones 

grayish-white  limestone  and 

shale 

Textui 

re 

dissected,  rough,  uneven 

coarse,  brushy 

General  Narrative:   A  valley  v/hich  constricts  to  a  narrow  canyon  bounded  by  both  broadly  rounded 

hills,  abrupt  cliffs  and  bluffs.  Spectacular  bands  of  gray, white  and  red  rock  are  exposed  on  the 

sur rounding  valley  walls .  Vegetative  communities  are  diverse,  consisting  of  aspen  stands  on  the 
ri dges.  c qd ifers  on  northfacfng  Tlopes.  scrub  oak  on  less  mesic  slopes,'"pinyon"jun1pe'r  on  the  more" 
xeric  sTopes  and  sage  communities  on  the  valley  floor.  Cottonwood,  willow"  and  box  elder  dominate~TlTe" 
rinarian  rnmmunitv.   Thomnson  Crppk  runs  throuoh  the  canvon  and  is  a  significant  but  not      Tnvprl 


arratTve  cnnrinued: 

dominant  feature.     This   area   is  verv  rdre  vitnin  the  reoion  and  contains 
no  debilitatina  cultural   modifications. 


Score  (Circ! 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

(5) 

3 

1 

interesting  land 
i3.Y.posed  strata 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(4)3 

1 

diverse  mix 

3 

Water 

5 

(3) 

0 

h 

Color 

(S) 

3 

1 

strong  variety 

5 
6 

Influence 

5 

3 

ro) 

Scarcity 

(p 

2 

1 

rare   in  region 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A      19-33 


Class  B 


SQRU 
015 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


25 


[2-18 


• 


Class  C       I  1  or  Less 


Fina 


Rating 


A 


^•.' 


/?. 


A,   B,   or  C 


District    Grand  Junction 


PlanningTInit   Roaring  Fork" 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit  017 

*Name  or  No.  #  i  #  20,  21,  23 

Film:  Roll  #  3  ^      Frame  #    10 

Scenic  Quality  Rating     15  -  B 

{see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date   October  26,  1978 
Evaluator(s)   CT,  ER.  MR.  PG 


Time  of  Day   2:20 
Weather 


sunny 


Holnate  Mesa 


Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charactnr) 


rounded  hillsides  enclosing 

massed  continuous  conifer  cover 

scattered  residences 

flat  to  qently  sloping  valley 

along  hillsides,  massed  sage 

and  agriculture, 

bottom 

along  valley  floor 

geometric  forms 

curvilinear,  even,  undulating, 

curvilinear,  horizontal 

angular 

rolling,  horizontal 

reddish  soil  and  outcrops 

deep  greens  and  muted  grayish 

natural  earth  tones 

greens 

some  contrasting  trailers 

Texture 


smooth 

tufted  sage,  bristly  conifers 

scattered 

General  Narrative:   A  hilly  eroded,  rocky  soiled  area.  The  hillsides  are  frequently  incised  by 
drainages.  Pinyon-.juniper  is  the  dominant  community  on  the  surrounding  hills.  The  shallow  and 
eroded  soils  severely  limit  herbaceous  vegetation  v/hile  many  of  the  lower  slopes  and  valley  bottoms 
cnri^taTnTa  saqebrusFrcommunTty.  No  water  is  apparent  here  but  a  vista  of  Mt.  Sopris  greatly  enhances 
the  scenic  quality  of  this  area.  A  rolling  agrarian  "area  wTFh  scattered  dwellings  enhances  the  visual 
experience  and  increases  the  plant  diversity  in  the  area. 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

ri) 

common 

2 

Vegetation  . 

5 

0) 

i 

xeric  types 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(o; 

4 

Color 

5 

(3) 

1 

mute 

5 

Influence 

(5) 

3 

0 

Mt.   Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(l^ 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

favorable 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  !  or  Less 


SQRU 
017 


Subtotal 


+ 


=  Total. 


15 


Fina 
\ 

B 


Rating 


/^. 


A,  B,  or  C 


# 


Grand  Junction 


Roaring  Fork 


District 

Planning  Unit_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  i^  1   ^Frame 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    is  - 


018 


i. 


m 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date    Octobe 

r  28,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

MR.  EB,  PG 

Time  of  Day 

1:30 

Weather 

sunny 

Jerome  Park 

Form 


1.     Feature:     Landform/Water 


2.     Feature:     Vegetation 


3.     Feature:     Structure 

(only  central   character) 


valley  bottom  edged  by 

massed  and 

banded  asoens  alona 

linear,  horizontal 

rounded  hillsides 

ridqetops. 

patchy  conifers. 

telephone  lines 

continuous 

grasses,  clumped 

oak  brush 

Line 


curvilinear,  undulating. 

curvilinear,  vertical  bands 

horizontal 

influenced  by  relief  and 

exposure 

Color 


grayish  to  tan  rock  outcrops 


seasonal  aspen  and  pastureland, 


in  small  scattered  areas 


grayish-green  sage,  green 
conifers  ~~ 


Texture 


uneven^  moderately  dissected 

fine  textured  aspens,  brushy  sage. 

ridges;  smooth,  flat  valley 

bristly  conifers 

bottom 

General  Narrative:   This  is  a  broad  flat  valley,  favorably  modified  by  agriculture.  It  is 
surrounded  by  low  and  moderately  rounded  hills  covered  with  grasses,  shrub  oak  and  patches  of 
Juniper.  Groves  of  aspen  dominate  some  hillside  drainages.  Mo  water  is  apparent. 
scenery  enfiances'inTTsiancricape. _.. 


Adjacent 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3(2) 

1 

common 

2 

Vegetation  . 

5 

(3) 

i 

some  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

m 

none 

4 

Color 

5 

(A)  3 

1 

good  mix 

5 

Influence 

5 

(4)  3 

0 

adds  character 

6 

Scarcity 

D 

2 

OJ 

fairly  common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

:i)o 

-4 

road  cut 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 
018 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


15 


19-33 
12-18 
I  I  or  Less 


Final  Rating' 

v- 

B     


/?. 


A,  B,  or  C 


» 


Grand  Junction 


Roarinq  Fork 


019 


District 

Planning~TJnit_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  UnTt_ 
*Nanie  or  No. 

Film:     Roll   if  1        ^Frame  §    14 

Scenic  Quality  Rating       ~"    16     -     B 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character^ 


Date  October  26,  1978 

Evaluator(s)      PG.  EB.  MR 


Time  of  Day        10:30 
Weather  clear 


Four  Mile  Valley 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charact ?r_\ 


rounded  hillside,  qently 

massed  aspen  interspersed  with 

rectangular  fann 

slopinq  valley  bottom 

fir,  bands  of  oak  and  saqe, 

houses 

riparian  community,    _ 

Line 


Color 


curvilinear 


brov/n  sedimentary  outcrops 


irreqular.  broken,  aspen 


curvilinear 


1 inear 


qreen  fir,  russet  oak,  qray-green 


sage; 


seasonal  variation  of 


aspen-cottonwood,  brovw-green 
pastureland 


v;ood  -  natural  tones 


Texture 


smooth 


fine  -  aspen,  oak, 


widely  scattered 


coarse,  bristly  conifer, 
tufted  sage,  linear  riparian 


General  Narrative:  Gently  sloping  valley  bottom  defined  by  moderatley  steep  sideslopes  and 
occasional  red-walled  cliffs.  Aspen  stands  in  upland  sv/ales  are  interspersed  with  conifers, 


TTie" 


slopes  graded  into  oak  brush-sage  brush  and  pasture  on  the  valley  floor.  Cottonwood,  willcws  and 

oak  are  associated  with  the  stream  course, J'^e   riparian  vegetation  indicates  the  presenc:,  of  the 

stream  which  is  otherwise  a  subordinate  feature.  Scattered  agrarian  dwell ingrTnd  activfties 
pnhance  the  scenic  quality  of  this  site.    '____ ___. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

i 

Landform 

5 

(3) 

1 

rounded 

2 

Vegetation  . 

5 

6)3 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

3(23 

0 

not  noticeable 

4 

Color 

5 

(4)3 

1 

varied 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

CO) 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

CD 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2; 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 
019 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


16 


19-33 
12-18 


Fina 

B 


or  Less 
Rating 


^T^i 


A,   B,  or  C 


(i 


District 

Grand  Junction 

Planning  Unit 

Roarino  Fork 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  //  1 

Scenic  Quality  Rating_ 


020 


Frame 
16  - 


#  15,  17 


B 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  26,  1970 

Evaluator(s) 

PG.  CT,  EB,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

11:00 

Weather 

sunny 

Dry  Park 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


"wTHe"  horizontal  valley. 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


continuous  grassland  on  valley 


scattered  agrarian  and 


low,  rolling  hills 


floor,  patchy  Juniper  on  east 


facing  slopes,  interspersed  sage/" 


residential  structures 
are  linear  and 


scrub  oak  on  v/estern  slopes 


rectangular 


Line 


horizontal,  angular,  diagonal 


horizontal ,  broken 


Color 


generally  not  visible  but 

brov/nish  grassland  blending 

earth  tones  inter- 

occasional reddish-pink 

into  grayish  green  sage  and 

mixed  wit!)  bright 

outcrops 

reddish  oak;  deep  green  conifers 

metallic  colors 

on  upper  slopes 

Texture 


smooth 

smooth  grasslands,  brushy 

scattered 

shrubs,  coarse  conifers 

General  Narrative: A  wide  flat-bottomed  valley  visually  dominated  by  the  favorable  scenic 

influence  of  agricultural  land  uses.  The  valley  is  bounded  by  low,  undulating  hills  which  are 
blanketed  by  sage. and  juniper.  Water  is  not  apparent.  The  seasonally  varying  colors  of  the 
hqririiltmal  lands  blend  favorably  wiTF  the  valleys  reddish  soils.  A  spectacular  vista  ot 
Mt.  Sopris  adds  greatly  to  the  appeal  of  this  landscape. 


Score  (Circ! 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

(D 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

^ 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(0) 

4 

Color 

5 

'J)  3 

1 

pleasing  contrast 

5 

Influence 

fs) 

3 

0 

Mt.   Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

o 

2 

CD 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(.2) 

0 

-4 

compi imentary 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33  I 

Class  B  12-18 

Class  C  II  or  Less 

SQRU  Fine    Rating 

020  B 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


15 


--?. 


A,  B,  or  C 


# 


District 
Planning'  Unit_ 


Grand  Junction 
Roarinq  Fork 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit  021 

*Nanie  or  No. 

Film:     Roll   i^    1      ^Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  RatiTig  15    - 


16 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character; 


Date       October  25,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

PG.  EB,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

11:15 

Weather 

sunny 

Lower  Dry 

Park 

Form 


Line 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


rounded  ridges,  dissected. 

linear,  diaaonal  bands  of 

linear 

slopinq  valley  bottom 

conifers; 

massed  continuous  oak/saqe 

diagonal .  curvilinear 


banded,  broken 


Color 


reddish  sandstones 

tan  grasses  blending  into  green 

briaht  white. 

juniper,  rusty  scrub  oak.  and 

natural  tones 

qrayish-qreen  saqe 

Texture 


smoothly  eroded 

fine  grasses  blending  into  ggarse 

scattered 

juniper  and  tufted,  brushy  saqe 

and  oak 

General  Narrative:  A  broad  valley  bottom  heavily  dissected  by  drainages  and  flanked  by  low  rounded 
sandstone  ridges.  Erosional  patterns  have  created  a  strong  diversity  of  vegetative  communities  in 

a  relatively  small  area.  Pinyon-.iuniper  is  most  in  evidence  algng  the  eroded  ogtcrops  ^nd  sage  and 
MK  brush  cominunitfes  are~croiTnnant  along  th^  upper  slopes.   Pastureland  in  portions  of  the  vaTiey 
4il ds_i. Jlle asing  visual  contrast  to  natural  landscape. 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

1® 

1 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

^^  , 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

3(0 

0 

not  prevalent 

4 

Color 

5 

r4)3 

i 

interestina  var 

5 

influence 

5 

6) 

0 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(0 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

:i>o 

-4 

compl imentary 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 


SQRU 
021 


Subtoto! 


+ 


.=  Total, 


15 


19-33 
12-18 
!  I  or  Less 


Fina 


\l' 


RotinSii 


/'>. 


A,   B,  or  C 


» 


• 


District 
Planning'  'Unit 


Grand  Junction 


Roaring  Fork 


022 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  § 6    Frame  #  10,  11,  12 


Scenic  Quality  Rating       20  -  A 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date      No 

vember  2,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB.  PG.  MR 

Time  of  Day 

11:30 

Weather 

clear 

Muqhes  Reservoir 

Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  characte r}_ 


Texture 


ridnetops  bounding  a  lov/  basin 

massed  aspen,  Patchv  evergreens 

none 

curvil inear 

curvil inear 

covered 

evergreen,  seasonal  greens  and 

qolds 

3 

smooth 

fine  to  coarse 

' 

General  Narrative: This  unit  is  comprised  of  a  series  of  ridgetops  which  surround  a  low  basin 

which  contains  Hughes  Reservoir.  Though  quite  small,  the  reservoir  is  the  dominant  visual  feature 
in  the  unit.  Groves  of  aspen  and  stands  of  mixed  alpine  conifers  comprise  the  areas  vegetation. 

Viev/?  of  Mt,  Sorris  enhance  f.hp  beauty  of  this  landscape.  . 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3(2) 

1 

2 

Vegetation  - 

5 

(3) 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

.     ^3) 

0 

Huqhes  Reservoir 

4 

Color 

5 

(4J3 

1 

aspen  qroves 

5 

influence 

(5) 

3 

0 

Mt.    Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(1) 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

Subtotal 


=  Total. 


20 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C      1  I  or  Less 


SQRU 
022 


Final  Rating 
\i- 
A 


/^. 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


# 


Grand  Junction 


District    

P 1  a nn i ng  Unit    Roaring  Fork 


023 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Umt_ 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §  6 ^Frame  §_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    13  -  B 


13.  15 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

November  2, 

1978 

Evaluator(s) 

ER,   PG 

Time  of  Day 

11:30 

Weather 

sunny 

Three  f-lile  Creek 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


Form 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


steep  v.'alled  canyon 


sparse 


Line 


vertical ,   horizontal 


irregular,   broken 


Color 


reddish-pink 

evergreen 

Texture 


round  to  smootli 


brushy 


General  Narrative: 


This  unit  was  viev/ed  from  the  air.   It  is  an  area  of  steep,  reddish 


slopes 

which  are 

sparcely  veoetated  with 

scattered  associations 

of  pir 

lyon- 

-juniper 

and 

herbaceous 

snprie? 

.     Much  0 

F  the 

jarren  rock  iri  the 

area 

is 

reddish-pink  in  tone 

and 

contras 

bs  pi 

easing] y  wi 

th 

tne  varied^  green 

tQnes 

of  the  vfiORt.atinn 

and 

the 

seasonal    snow 

in  the 

area.     Numerous 

road  cuts 

in   the 

area  cons 

titute 

a   somewhat  negati 

ve  v^" 

sua' 

influence  in 

the  un 

it. 

Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(2) 

1 

red  walls 

2 

'Vegetation  . 

5 

3   (2) 

1 

sparse 

3 

Water 

5 

3    (Z) 

0 

present 

A 

Color 

5 

(3) 

1 

pleasing  contra? 

5 

Influence 

5 

3    (2 

1    0 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(i) 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

CO) 

-4 

road  cuts 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  1  or  Less 


SQRU 
023 


Subtotal 


=  Total, 


13 


Fina 

\ 

B 


Rating^) 


A,   B,  or  C 


:?' 


^ 


District 
Planning  UniT 


Grand  Junction 
l^oarinq  Fork 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 024 

*Nanie  or  No.  1 

Film:  Roll  #      6  Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating     13-1 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


7,  14 


Date      October  26.  1978 


Evaluator(s) 

PG-  r.J.    FR.  MR 

Time  of  Day 

9:50 

Weather 

clear 

Glenwood 

Sp 

rings  Valley 

Form 


1.     Feature:     Landform/Vlater 


2.     Feature:     Vegetation 


rounded  hills  incised  by 


"dfrainaqes 


clumped  pinvon-iuniper  with 


patches  of  aspen  on  ridge?  ^nd 


sage  and  oak  brush  on  south 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


scattered  residences 


Line 


slopes;  Cottonwood  and  oak 


restricted  to  river  course 


curvilinear 


broken  and  irregular  depending 


1 inear 


on  exposure 


Color 


Texture 


pink,  gray  and  maroon  rock 

qreen  pinvon-iuniper,  gray-grppn 

varied,  briaht. 

outcrops 

saqe,  seasonal  variation  amonq 

unnatural 

aspen  and  cottonv/ogd 

smooth 


scrubby. sage. .  bristly  piaynn.-. 


scattered 


juniper,  smooth  aspen 


General  Narrative:  Broad  valley  floor  at  the  confluence  of  the  Roarinq  Fork  River  and  the 
Colorado  River.  Flanked  by  rounded  hills  and  occasional  0Mtrrnpping<;  of  red  sandstone 


Diverse 


vegetation  comprised  of  aspen,  fir,  pinyon-.juniper.  oak-sage  and  riparian  communities.  Presence  of 
c omniu n i t i e s  i^  d'ctat'KJ  bv  exposure  and  rive-  courses.  Development  ass"oc1ated  with  Gienwood  Spring" 


commumties  •JS.UJCtet'Hi  Dv  exPOSi ^._ 

drrtracts,  from  the  scenic  quality  of  this  site.  Other  cultural  modifications  (quFnrTr^oadcuts)  aFso" 
create  negative  visual  impacts. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

w 

1 

not  spectacular 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

W3 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

0 

not  dominant 

4 

Color 

5 

&) 

i 

not  dominant 

5 

influence 

5 

3 

CO) 

town   raaqed 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(13 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

ofi; 

-4 

quarry,   roadcuts 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       i  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 

024 


Subtotal 


,=  Total. 


13 


Ratingn 


B 


^7. 


A,   B,  or  C 


Grand  Junction 


Di  stri  ct         

P1anning"~Driit  Roaring  Fork      ~ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit  025" 

*Nanie  or  No. 
Film:     Roll   #  6  Frame  § 


18 


Scenic  Quality  Rating     24  -  A 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date    October 

26,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

CT,  EB, 

MR, 

PG 

Time  of  Day 

9:00 

Weather 

sunny 

Glenwood  C 

any  on 

Form 


Line 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

precipitous,  vertical  canyon 

scattered  pines  along  ridgetops 

cubical  residences. 

v/alls 

and  valley  walls,  massed  inter- 

linear interstate 

spersed  willov/s,  oaks  and  juniper 

in  valley  bottom 

strongly  angular,  diagonal 


bedding  planes,  vertical  walls 


broken,  angular  along  sideslopes. 


curvilinear  along  valley  bottom 


rectilinear,  horizontal, 


vertical 


Color 


rich  variety  of  earth  tones. 

greens,  grays,  browns,  tans 

natural  earth  tones 

pinks,  (jrays,  browns 

Texture 


rough,  coarse 


brushy,  scrubby  along  valley 


scattered 


bottom_j^  tufted 


sage  and  coarse 


conifers  along  slopes 


General  Narrative:  Marrow  high-walled  canyon  cut  by  the  Colorado  River  and  characterized  by 

dramatic  steeply  rising  cliffs  which  exhibit  a  rich  variety  of  exposed  geologic  strata  and  sculpted 
erosional  features .  The  vegetation  in  the  canyon  is  diverse  and  ranges  from  pinyon-juniper  communities 
on  the  sideslopes  To  oakTFrush  "communities,  .wjllows  and  cottonwoods  along  the  river  course.  The  '-"m^ r , 


tjie  varied  coloration  of  the  rock  formations  and  the  spectacular  landform  work  together  to  create  an 
extraordinary  and  memorable  landscape. , 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

(5) 

3 

1 

dramatic 

2 

Vegetation   . 

5 

r4)3 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

(5) 

3 

0 

fast  flowina 

A 

Color 

5 

(4)3 

1 

rich 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

(^ 

6 

Scarcity 

(^ 

2 

1 

rare 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(0) 

-4 

Subtotal 


+ 


=  Total. 


24 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A      19-33         < 
Class  B       12-18 
Class  C      I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
025  A 


Rating 


A,   B,   or   C 


^' 


Grand  Junction 


District 

PI anni ng~On T"t    Roaring  Fork 


026 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 
*Nanie  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  ^  3  ^Frame  §_ 

Scenic  Qual ity  Rating    '  1 7_ 


Date     October  28.  1978 
Evaluato.r(s)   CT,  PG.  ER.  MR 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 


9,  10,  12.  13 
R 


Time  of  Day    1 1 : 30 
Weather       clear 


Spring  Park 


Landscape  Character: 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                           (only  central  character) 

roll inq 

uniform  nnk,  massed  aspen  and 

clustered  dwellings 

conifer 

Line 

curvil inear 

banded  aspen  and  conifer 

_. ._  _  _ 

Color 

covered 

seasonal  aspen  and  agricultural 

land,  qreen   conifers 

Texture 

smooth 

fine  deciduous 

General  Narrative:   A  broad  rolling  valley  v/hich  grades  into  high  gently  sloping  hills.  Crests  and 

upper  slopes  are  typically  dominated  by  aspen-fir  communities,  while  oak  brush  dominates  lower  slopes, 

Sagebrush  would  normally  cover  the  valley  floor  v/ere  it  not  for  the  presence  of  managed  pastureland. 

Rioarian  communities  exist  alono  the  hanks  or  the  creeks  wnich  flow  thrniiqh  tl- 
activities  and  the  strong  presence  of  Mt.  SoDrls  greatlv  enhance  the  scenic  at 

le  unit.  Agrarian 

lal  itv  of  this  site. 

Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

arz) 

1 

1 ittle  variation 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

'4)    3 

1 

diverse 

3 

vVater 

5 

3(5) 

0 

reservoir 

4 

Color 

5 

(3) 

1 

varies 

5 

Influence 

(^ 

3 

0 

Mt.    Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

0) 

no 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(o; 

-4 

Subtotal 


=  Total. 


17 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  1  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 

026        


Rating 


/?v 


A,   B,   or  C 


District     Grand  Junction 
Planning  Unit     Roaring  Fork 


027 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §    2      Frame  #  9,  10 

Scenic  Quality  Rating 


{see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  28,  1978 

EvaluatorU)    CT.  MR.  FB.  PG 

Time  of  Day    5:30 

Weather       clear 

Cattle  Creek 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


dissected  vallev  hounded  by 


massed  pinyon-.iuniper  on  slopes 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


cubical .  biQcky 


rounded  hillsides 


massed  brush  in  valley  bottom 


Line 


Color 


curvilinear,  undulating. 

irregular,  diagonal . 

hard,  rertilinpar. 

diagonal ,  anqular 

curvilinear,  broken 

angular 

pinkish  red  soils  and  outcrops 

dark  greens,  olives,  grayish 

muted  earth  tones  and 

of  the  Maroon  Formation 

greens  and  tans 

bright  metallic 

coloration 

Texture 


smooth  to  rocky 

brushy,  tufted,  bristly 

scattered 

General  Narrative:    A  small  "U"-shaped  valley  bordered  by  low  rolling  hills.  Gypsum  out 
readily  apparent  on  the  valley  waTls.  The  southfacing  slopes  are  covered  by  juniper  and  ha 


crops  are 
ve  sustained 


enough  erosion  to  locally  limit  herbaceous  vegetation.  The  northfacinq  slopes  are  also  eroded  and 
pinvon  Dredomindtes  witJi  pockets,  of  fir  in  nnrthfacing  drainagRS.  Cattle  creek  bi?^ctsJ-.he^vi]4-PY-M£L 
supports  a  heavy  (irowtii  of  willows.  Oak  brush  is  present  on  the  less  mesic  areas  sun-6unH1"ng  the 
creek.  Scattered  residences  throughout  the  valley  bottom  do  not  detract  from  the  scemc  value   (over^ 


Jarraiive   continuea: 

of  the  area.     The  Cattle  Creek  Salvage   Yard  can   be  consiaered  as  adjacent  scenery 
however  and  as   such  creates  a  negative  visual    impact  on  the  area.  -^ 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

(i) 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3  (T 

1 

little  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

(^ 

0 

4 

Color 

5 

® 

1 

muted 

5 

influence 

5 

3 

ro) 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

ro 

'"  ommoR 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(o; 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A      19-33  ' 

C\oss  B       12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
027 


Rating 


Subtotal 


+ 


,=  Total. 


10 


^?. 


A,  B,  or  C 


District    ___ 
PlanningTnit 


Grand  Junction 


Roarinn  Fork/Eagle 


020 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Umt 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  fl  3     Frame  H 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   To  -  C 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores)' 

Landscape  Character^ 


8,  14 


Date  October 

28. 

1978 

Evaluator(s) 

PG 

,   EB, 

MR 

Time  of  Day 

10: 

15 

Weather    sunny 

Cottonwood 

Divi 

de 

Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  charactpr) 


XQJiiKJfd.  g^ntk  slopes 


massed  sage  and  oak  brush, 


1 inear  fences  and 


patchy  aspen 


power  1  ines 


Line 


curvll inear 

diaqonal  aspen,  banded,  irregular. 

clumped  oak  brusli 

Color 


covered  by  vegetation 


seasonal  variation  of  aspen  and 


natural  v/ood  colors 


grasses,  qray-green  sage  and 
oak 


Texture 


smooth 

fine  aspen,  clumped,  tufted  sage 

and  oak 

General  Narrative:  A  high  elevation  basin  characterized  by  gently  sloping,  rolling  topography. 

A  series  of  small  rounded  hills  capped  with  scattered  stands  of  aspen,  mixed  conifers,  and  masses  of 
S crub  .oak  cie fj ne  the  boundaries  o f  the  unit.  Extensive  areas  of  sagebrush  form  the  ground  cover 

in  fhp  lower  jireas. A  small  jeservoir  ts  pre:rent  as 'are  several  sriiaT'lerdepressfons  which  also   '" 

contain  stand incj  wat:er. lit.Sopris  and  adTacerTt  pea'ks  can  be""seen  trom  the  area  and  add  sigmticantTy" 

to  the  overall  vTsuarimpressiorToT  this  landscape  though  the  presence  of  tv/o  sets  61     (over)    ^ 


Narrative  continued: 

transrp.isson   lines   d°zr3.ci   sofTiev/nat   froT;   tne   scenic   quality 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

I 

Landform 

5 

3 

0) 

typical 

2 

Vegetation  . 

5 

3(2) 

1 

lovi  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

6) 

0 

ponds 

4 

Color 

5 

3(2) 

I 

aspen 

5 

Influence 

5 

C3) 

0 

Mt.Sooris 

6 

Scarcity 

O 

2 

(JJ 

no 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

OC-2) 

-4 

power  1 ines 

Subtotal 


=  Total 


10 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

C\qss  a  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
028       C 


Roti-^ 


/^. 


A,  B,  or  C 


C  ROft-ING  FORK  i  i  €  •  # 

I.      llQ,.<e  or   Type  of   Cultural   Modification  Telephone  a. — Transmission  I  Jnpfi     00^ 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.  T.   M.   Coordinates 


3.     Unit  Resource  Analysis  111  Data: 


1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3        3 

1 

0 

1       1 

4 

5 

5 

5 

6 

7 

8 

3 

0 

0 

1 

M 

M 

L 

1. 

District 

6. 

Feature  ( 

Contrast 

2. 
3. 

k. 
5. 

Planning 
Scenic  Q 
Rating 
Type 
Number 

Unit 

uality 

Unit 

7. 

a. 

• 

Score 
Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 
Potential  for 

Success 

FILM:     Roll 
Time  of  day_ 
Evaluator 

^    2 
5:30 

Frame 
__  Weathc 
Taqqart 

#       3 
;r     sunny, 

clear 

Tzpe. 


-     land  and/or  water 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -     structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

■(^)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   wilt  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitation  Potential 
(?)    M   -     modification 
E    -     elimination 


Potential  for  Success 

xwrr 


Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
M    -     Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 

contrast. 
L    -     Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 

low  contrast. 


h.      Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 

as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  4). 
Transmission  and  telephone  lines  obstruct  vipws  t.n  thp  rflnvnn  vails  anrl  rivpr  .at-u»t4^ 
points  along  the  road.     At  some  points  all   four  lines  through  this  area  can  be  seen  at 
once.     Possibilities  for  rehabilitation  include  relocation  tn  better  take  advantage  of 

'    topography  and  screening;  coloring  more  natural   or  combining  lines  to  common  tov/ers. 


FIELD  FORM  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


RO..UNG  FORK    # 


ii 


^-- 


I;     Name  or  Type  of   Cultural   Modificalion 


Gravel   Pit       002 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.   M.  Coordinates. 


3.     Unit  Resource  Analysis  III  Data: 


1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

0 

1 

4 

ti 

5 

5       5 

6 

7 

8 

3 

0 

0 

2 

H 

E 

L 

1. 

District 

6. 

Feature  Contrast 

2. 

Planning  Unit 

Score 

3. 

Scenic  Quolity 

7. 

Potential  for 

.     Rating  Unit     . 

Rehabilitation 

k. 

Type 

8. 

Potential   for 

5. 

Number 

Success 

FILM:    Roll   §        1         Frape   d/      25 


Time  of   day  11    a.m.    Weather    SUnny 


Evaluate r 


PG 


Type 


-     land  and/or  water 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -    structure 


Feoture  Contrast  Score 

(6)  L    -     indicates  liic  contrast  con  be  seen, 
but   does  not   attract  attention, 

M    -     Ihe  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitation  Potential 

vr 


W 


modilicntion 
elimination 


M 


Potential  for  Success 

{5]    H    -      Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  mec!  low  contrast. 
Difficult  to  accurately  evaluote  success, 
but  cliances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 

Probohilily  is  low  that  a  cliange  will  be 
made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
lov/  contrast. 


A.      Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detrocts  from  scenic  quility 
as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Jllustralion  ^).. ~ — 


The  natural  form,  texture,  and  line  of  the  area's  landform  has  been 
disrupted  by  the  extractive  activiTies  occurring  on  this  site.  Should. 

II  .1  .1...  ...I  I,    .1  I  ■■   im" ■  '  '        — J„„   ,„J  ^„,,^„„4.  -^  i-  A  n. 


TFe  mining  operations  ever  cease,  recontouring  ap(;j  reveaetation  of  the 
land  can  rehabilitate  the  area, 


FIELD  FORM  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


ROARING  FORK 
.     I  lurne  or  Type  of  Cultural  Modification 


Gravel   Excavatiofi/Storage 


• 


003 


2.      Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.   M.   Coordinates 


3.      Unit   Resource  Analysis  111  Data: 


1 

12        2       2        3 

3        3 

0 

1       .  2 

A 

5        5        5        6        7 

8 

1 

0         0       3         ME 

H 

1.  District 

2.  Planning  Unit 

3.  Scenic  Quality 

Rating  Unit 
k.     Type 
5.     Nunnber 


FILM:     Roll    ^2 


6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 

• 

Frame  H    6  _________ 


Time  of  day  5:45   Weather   clear,  sunny 
Evaluator    Taggart   


Iz 


f 


2  - 

3  - 


land  and/or  water 

vegetation 

structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(^)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,  will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitation  Potential 
XF]    U~^     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 

][B)    H    -     Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
•    M    -     Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 
L    -     Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 
as  Is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  4).  u  •      i      i  ^ 

Close  proximity  to  highway  makes  it  a  prominent  feature. Immediate  topcgraphig  ba£Moi&_ 

makes  it  impractical   to  set  it  back  or  move  to  ad.'iacent  location.     Removal   of  the-SJlorsd— 
material   would  do  much  to  decrease  the  developed  appearance  of  this  roadside  area, — 


FIELD  FORWI  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


RC      ING  FORK 


Kune  or   Type  of  Cultural  Modification 


4.  #  ^ 

Transmission  Lines     (Dollar  Sign) 


ML 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.   M.   Coordinates 


3.      Unit   Resource  Analysis  lit  Data: 


1 

t 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

.   3 

0       5 

0 

1 

2 

k        5 

5 

5 

6 

7 

8 

2 

0 

0 

4 

L 

W 

L 

2. 
3. 


k. 


District 
Planning  Unit 
Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit 
Type 
Number 


7. 


8. 


Feature  Contrast 

Score 
Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 
Potential  for 

Success 


Frame  H       22 


FILM:      Roll    HJ 

Time  of  day     2:40       Weather        clear,   sunny 

Evaluator    Tangart ] 


2 
3 


land  and/or  water 

vegetation 

structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 


L    - 

M    - 
H    - 


Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 

but  does  not  attract  attention. 

The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 


Rehabilitation  Potential 
XFj    M   -     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 

m 


H 


M 


Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 

Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 
made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


k.      Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 
as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  k).  ,        .    ..  .      ^  •      • 

Sharp  vegetation  color  contrasts  make  this  modification  plainly  visible  from  viewmcL. . 

points  to  the  west.     Views  however  are  limited  to' a  spiall   portion  of  the  rating  <ir?.n  and..- 
visual    impact  is  therefore  limited  in  effprt  and  extejiti — — 


ELD  FORiyi  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


c 


RC'^ING  FORK 


# 


kune  or  Type  of  Cultural  Modification  Auto  Salvage  Yard Qfl5_ 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.   M.   Coordinates 


3.     Unit  Resource  Analysis  111  Data; 


I 

12        2       2 

3        3-3 

0         1         2 

h 

5        5        5       6 

7        8 

3 

0       0         5       M 

E         H 

2. 
3*. 

5. 


District 
Planning  Unit 
Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit 
Type 
Number 


6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 


Roll  §2  Frame  H     £ 


FILM:       

Time  of  day  6:00pm  Weather 
Eval  uator____  Taqqart 


clear,  sunnv.  dusk 


IT 


2 

3 


land  and/or  water 

vegetation 

structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(^)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitation  Potential 
XT)    M   -     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 


IBriT 


M   - 


L    - 


Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 

Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 
made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 

as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  ^). 

Briqht  metallic  and  unnatural  colors  are  hiahlv  vi?;ihle  even  thnunh  this  arpfl  is...k^£li— —— 
set  back  from  the  highway.  It  is  also  highly  visable  adjacent  to  Cattle  Creek  Road.  ..jts, 
large  extent  and  location  on  sloping  ground  makes  screening  impractical. _ 


FIELD  FORWi  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTOR 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


^ 


^ 


RO'^ING  FORK 


« 


# 


h     Name  or  Type  of  Cultural  Modification  ROAD  SCARS 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.   M,  Coordindfes, 


3.     Unit  Resource  Analysis  III  Data: 


1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3       3 

0 

2       4 

h 

5 

5 

5 

6       7       8 

2 

0 

0 

6 

M 

M 

1 

1. 

District 

2. 

Planning  Unit 

3. 

Scenic  Quality 

,     Rating  Unit 

ii. 

Type 

5. 

Number 

6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential   for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential   for 

Success 


FILM:    Roll    II 


frame   II 


14 


Time   of   day  3    p.m.       Weather      SUnny 


Evaluator 


liL 


006 


tT 


land  and/or  wafer 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -     structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(6)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not   attract  attention. 

M    -     Tlie  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitation  Potential 
i[qf)    M    -     modification 
E     -      elimination 

Potentiql  for  Success 

16)    H    -     Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
M    -     Difficult  to  accurately  evoluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 
L    -     Probat)ility  Is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  he  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


k.      Effect  on  Scenic  Quolity  (Describe  how  cultural  modificotion  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 
Qi  is  reflecled  in  its  rating  In  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  k}.. 


Vegetation  has  been  removed  along  the  roads  and  the  resulting  contrast, 
in  color  and  texture  is  highly  visible.  A  planting  Pronram  cffijld 
successfully  reduce  the  contrast  somewhat. 


FIELD  FORM  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


V, 


RP-RING   FORK 
I  kiine  or  Type  of  Cultural  Modification 


Spring  Valley  Substation 


# 


007 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.  T.   M.   Coordinates 


3.      Unit   Resource  Analysis  III  Data: 


1         12        2       2        3 

3        3 

0 

■2        6 

'i        5        5        5        6        7 

8 

3         0          0        7       H         M 

L 

1.  District 

2.  Planning  Unit 

3.  Scenic  Quality 

Rating  Unit 
'a.     Type 
5.     Number 


6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential   for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 


FILM:  Roll  tf   3   Frame  § 12. 

Time  of  day  12:00 
Evaluator 


Weather   clear 


PG 


W 


-     land  and/or  water 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -     structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(^)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

F^ehabilitation  Potential 
JT)    M   -     modification 
E    -     elimination 


Potential  for  Success 
IB) 


H    - 

M  - 


L    - 


Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 

Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 
made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  bow  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 
as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  4).  .    ^,.  •  ^-.m^ 

The  bright  metallic  color  and  strong  vertical    lines  of  this  substation  are  impossible 

to  miss  when  passing  through  this  area.     The  contrast  could  be  softened  somewhat  tlirouall— 
plantings  but  chances  of  successfully  reducing  the  contrast  are  low. 


lELD  FORM  FOR  R/IODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


2, 
3. 


€ 


RUAKING  [-/'KK 


I .     ria      .  or  Type  of  Cultural  Modification 


Two  Tr?     nission  Lines      008 


Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.   M.   Coordinates 


Unit  Resource  Analysis   III  Data: 


1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

L_      1    - 

0 

2 

8 

4 

5 

5 

5 

6 

7 

8 

3 

0 

0 

8 

M 

H 

L 

1.  District 

2.  Planning  Unit 

3.  Scenic  Quality 

Rating  Unit 
'».     Type 
5.     Number 


6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 


FILM:     Roll   # 

Time  of  day    10:30 
Evaluator 


3       Frame  #        8 


Weattier       clear 


PG 


Tzpe 


-     land  and/or  water 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -     structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

■(^)  L    -     Indicates  ttie  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not   attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked, 

F^ehabilitation  Potential 
^D     M    -     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 

^)    H    -     Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
■    M    -     Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 
L    -     Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


4. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 
ns  is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  ^).  ■  ,      -^   , 

Does  not  citl!?act  attention  at  a  distance  but  when  adjacent  to  the  road,   it  becojies_a 

Modification  and  rehabilitation  potential    is  low  because  the 


significant  feature. 

surrounding  vegetation  is  dominated  by  oak  brush  and  sage  brush. 


FIELD  FORM  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


0 


Visual  Sensitivity  -  Use  Volutie 


TABLE  3 

use  volume  data  summary 

(Roaring  Fork  Planning  Unit) 


KEY  OBSERVATION  POINT 


LOCATION 


VOLUME 


Aspen  Highlands  Ski  Area 
Aspen  Ski  Area 
Buttermilk  Ski  Area 
Snowinass  Ski  Area 
Capitol  Creek,  Snowmass 

Divide  Road 
Brush  Creek  Road 
Castle  Creek  Road 
Maroon  Creek  Road 
Fryingpan  River  &  Road 
Grand  Mesa 

State  Route  82 
State  Route  133 
Interstate  70 


Aspen 

Aspen 

Aspen 

Snowmass 

Snowmass  to  Sto  Benedict  Monastery 

and  Snowmass  Ski  Area 
To  West  Village  &  Snowmass 
Southwest  out  of  Aspen 
Southwest  out  of  Aspen 
Fryingpan  River 
Roads  leading  to  residential 

area  east  of  Glenwood  Springs 


Hiqh 

High 

High 

High 

Medium 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Hiqh 

High 

High 

High 

s 


Visum.  Sensitivity  -  User  Attitiides 
overview 

A  visual  sensitivity  workshop  was  held  at  the  Roaring  Fork  Bank  in  Carbondale 
at  10:00  A. Mo  on  November  14.  Of  the  21  individuals  contacted,  14  attended 
and  participatedo  A  list  of  those  invited  and/or  attending  is  shown  in 
Table  1. 

Mr.  Al  Wright,  Area  Manager  opened  the  workshop  with  an  introduction  which 
included  the  relationship  of  this  workshop  to  the  overall  Area  planning  effort 
now  in  progress.  The  remainder  of  the  workshop  was  presented  and  facilitated 
by  Wirth  Associates. 

All  14  of  the  workshop  data  sheets  submitted  were  considered  valid  and  used 
in  the  analysis. 

Of  the  20  total  rating  units,  10  rated  high  after  analysis  and  tabulation, 
10  rated  moderate  and  none  rated  low.  (The  original  workshop  data  sheet 
identified  19  rating  units  but  participants  at  the  workshop  were  in  general 
agreement  that  rating  Unit  #7,  Mountain  Foothills,  should  be  split  into  two 
rating  units  ~  Sopris  Creek  and  Fourmile  Valley.  This  was  done,  bringing 
the  total  to  20  rating  units.) 

The  high  level  of  awareness  anticipated  in  this  Planning  Unit  is  borne  out 
by  the  number  of  units  which  were  rated  high  by  workshop  participants.  Those 
units  are  Snowmass  Creek  (#4),  Capitol  Creek  (#6),  Sopris  Creek  {#7a), 
Mountain  Terrace  (#8),  Thompson  Canyon  (#9),  Fryingpan  River  (#12),  Grand 
Mesa  (#14),  Glenwood  Canyon  (#15),  Threemile  Creek  (#17),  and  the  Crystal 
River  (#18). 
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TABLE  A 
INDIVIDUALS  CONTACTED  AND/OR  ATTENDING  THE  ROARING  FORK  WORKSHOP 


Stephanie  Andreason 
Garfield  County  Planning 
(attended) 

Ray  Baldwin 
Garfield  County 
(attended) 

Jerry  Blann 

Aspen  Ski  Corporation 

(did  not  attend) 

Douglas  Bowman 

Mid-Continent  Coal  &  Coke  Co, 
(absentee  participant) 

Rob  Cleary 

BLM 

(attended) 

Linda  Crossland 
Mayor  of  Basalt 
(did  not  attend) 

Ashton  Durrett 

Mayor  of  Glenwood  Springs 

(a-ttended) 

Mark  Fuller 

Pitkin  County  Environmental 

Coordinator/Sierra  Club 
(attended) 

Reed  Harris 

Mayor  of  Carbondale 

(did  not  attend) 

Adel  Haus 

(did  not  attend) 

Robert  Isenheart 
(did  not  attend) 

Mike  Kinsley 

Pitkin  County  Commissioner 

(did  not  attend) 

Ron  Liston 

Land  Design  Partnership 

(attended) 


King  Lloyd 

Glenwood  Public  Works 

(attended) 

Eric  Martin 

U.  S.  Forest  Service 

(attended) 

Kathy  Menke 

Crystal  River  Protection  Agency 

(did  not  attend) 

Kurt  Schultz 
(did  not  attend) 


Craig  Sherwood 
Anschutz  Coal  Company 
(attended) 

Karen  Smith 
Aspen  City  Council 

(attended) 

Jack  Snobble 
(attended) 


Stacy  Standi ey 
Mayor  of  Aspen 
(did  not  attend) 


Larry  Velasquez 

Garfield  County  Commissioner 

(did  not  attend) 

Jolene  Vichota 

Pitkin  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

(attended) 


Snowmass  Creek,  Thompson  Canyon,  Fryingpan  River,  and  Glenwood  Canyon, 
being  distinctive  highly  scenic  canyons  and  valleys  wherein  water  is 
visually  evident  and  where  the  natural  character  is  dominant  were  expected 
to  rate  high  in  the  eyes  of  local  participants. 

The  high  rating  of  the  Mountain  Terrace  (#8)  unit  is  surprising  in  light 
of  its  flat  agrarian  nature.  Also  surprising  is  that  the  Aspen  (#1)  and 
Snowmass  (#2)  areas  rated  moderate  rather  than  higho  Like  the  Vail  area 
in  the  Eagle  Planning  Unit,  these  areas  are  known  for  their  heavy  tourist/ 
recreation  orientation.  The  level  of  scenic  quality  is  an  important  aspect 
of  their  present  use. 

Moderate  ratings  resulted  either  along  major  travel  routes  and  developed 
areas  or  in  generally  rolling  upland  and  rural  valleys  of  a  dominantly  natural 
character  such  as  Spring  Valley  (#13),  Cattle  Creek  (#19),  Watson  Divide  (#5), 
Fourmile  Valley  (#7b)  and  Mountain  Park  (#10). 

The  narratives  submitted  by  workshop  participants  regarding  specific  issues 
or  projects  of  concern  follow  the  workshop  summary  and  analysis  sheets. 
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***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types: 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/ Vegetation 

R04d5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spur?  ...... 

Vegetation/Structures«'l 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectors/Repefttors 
Substations 

Structures 

Residential 


Landform-'2 

Dams/wat^r.  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Land  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
SKi  Area  Development/Resort 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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*   O  =   High  Ratings;      111  -   Moderate  Ratings;      III  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/ Vegetation 
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Pipelines 
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Rail  Spurs  ..... 
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Pov^er  Lines 
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Land  Treatment  (grazing, 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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Moderate  Ratings; 


*   □  =   High  Ratings; 

**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category, 

***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category.  


Low  Ratings 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-l 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/ Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spur?  ..... 


Vegetation/StructureS"! 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectors/Repe^tops 
Substations 

Structures 


Landform-'g 

Dams/water,  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Land  Treatment  (grazing, 

chatning,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


VegetatTon/Structures-2 
SRi  Area  Development/Resort 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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*   CZl  =   High  Ratings;      111  =   Moderate  Ratings;      HI  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  Include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Undfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/ Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spurs  .;   . 

Vegetation/StructureS"! 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectors/Repeators 
Substations 

Structures 


Landform-'2 

Dams/watetr  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Un.<;|  Treatment  (grazing, 

ch^tntng,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
Ski  Area  Development /Resort 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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*   CH  =   High  Ratings;      fU  =   Moderate  Ratings;      iii  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types: 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro^d5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail  Spurs  .  . 


Vegetation/StructureS"! 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectors/RepeatofS 
Substations 

Structures 

Residential 


Landform--2 

Dams/water,  impoundfnents 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Und  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
SRI  Area  Development/Resort 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


MM— IIMI—HIIIII  ■III  IIIIIIIIWMIIWIHIIIIIIIilBIIIIIIWIIIII  IIIWIHilllHIIMWill  II  mill  I II 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  III  III  lllill  llll  llll  1    1 1 1  lllllll  I II  III  III  I IW 

PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 
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LZJ  =   High  Ratings;      11111  =   Moderate  Ratings;      111  =   Low  Ratings 
Sec,  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


** 


Categories  of  visual  change  Include  the  following  generic  types: 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/Vegetation 

R0ftd5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spurs. , 

Vegetation/Structures«»l 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectors/Repeators  . 
Substations 

Structures 


Landform-^2 

Dams/water  impoundments 


Veqetgtton 

Timber  Harvest 

Un^  Treatment  (grazing, 

ch.c(tn1ng,  herbiciding,  etc.) 
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SM  Area  Development/Resort 


Residential 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 
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*   r~~l  =   High  Ratings;      lili  =   Moderate  Ratings;      IH  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types: 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Land form/ Vegetation 

Ro^d5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spurs  ..... 


Vegetation/StructureS"! 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectors/Repeators 
Substations 

Structures 

Residential 
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Dams/water  impoundments 
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Vegetation/Structures-2 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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High  Ratings; 


=   Moderate  Ratings;      iHi  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  chanc]e  within  eech  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types: 


Landform-l 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/ Vegetation 
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Pipelines 
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Rail  Spurs  .... 
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Power  Lines 
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Ski  Area  Development/Resort 
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VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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*   n  =   High  Ratings;      Hi  =   Moderate  Ratings;      111  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  tyjaes  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-l 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/ Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spurs  ...... 

Vegetation/StructureS"! 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectors/Repeators 
Substations 
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Dams/water.  Impoundments 
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Timber  Harvest 

Land  Treatment  (grazing, 

chatning,  herbictding,  etc.) 


Vegetatton/Structures-2 
SKI  Area  Development/Resort 


Residential 
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SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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*   en  =   High  Ratings;      111  ='  Moderate  Ratings;      111  =   Low  Ratings 
**  S??.   Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  Include  the  following  generic  types: 
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SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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*   f  i  =   High  Ratings;      lli  ^       Moderate  Ratings;      ilil  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
^^'^  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 
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SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 
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High  Ratings; 


='  Moderate  Ratings;      illi  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See   Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations 

La ndform/ Vegetation 

Ro^d5 

Pipelines 

ORV  Use 

Rail  Spurs 
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Power  Lines 
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Residential 
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SPECIFIC   ISSUES,    PROJECTS   OR  LANDS   OF   CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP   OR  AGENCV: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues   or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual    resource  manaaement  in  this  BLfl  Resource  Area.     Specific 
projects,   lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.      Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.      Use  a  code  letter/v.'ord 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced   in  your  narrative. 

Participant  S   f^^^nQ£R<y_^i j 

Date      \\f\^ll^  

^A^M^cr.ro6    -THB    L^c-pmoNj    ^^o  scope 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  manaaement  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.   Indicate  on  the  base  maps  providec 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/woro 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative,  \ 

Participant  //oii^A,'.     O^).  f^^:zu^c-,^  | 

Date    //-/>^-  7  g 


^  p^T)  r«5  ^'T^  ■^"^'^   ■''^^^  ,^s^^-"^S 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  nanaaement  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.  Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative.  | 

Participant  ^^/^  -•  '; 


Date 


/I/ 61/^^.     /^'^?rf 


J-   ^ -  —  - 


/ 


/ 

y 


-  ■   /■  --^   .-^  /  /      '^ 


■^.-<._^^-^ 


Q/^J 


--  \  '■[       ->   ^ O'-c^.}        f  <-  -■  ..v'>-^ 


/■ 


i-  i'^  '-  "-ci:  -^J  r^f^-^v.^,-.  C 


''^  ^-^"^  '       '       /  /  /        '  /  .^    C<  /   \/ 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  manapement  in  this  BLfl  Resource  Area.  Specinc 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.   Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 

Participant  yVc^^ViL  '^oV^s^.^.r' 

Date     V\X(kA'^ 


\ws>oo.j2i>.Vc>^<Li-v^^  OSLO.  ^ajL£.j\c^  \-o  ^x.\s^v^^  sjo'Xke^'-^^'^S 


SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
group  has  about  visual  resource  nanaaement  in  this  BLM  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed^  Indicate  on  the  base  maps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 


Participant  IC^  m^  \^{auA 
Date V\htf-    

tkfti-  wii^Ur  d<icure  ^av^{w6  A^o^fs^w^MJt  w<9UlI4 
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SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  PROJECTS  OR  LANDS  OF  CONCERN  TO  YOUR  GROUP  OR  AGENCY: 

In  the  following  space  please  indicate  any  issues  or  concerns  your  agency  or 
grouD  has  about  visual  resource  manaaement  in  this  BLH  Resource  Area.  Specific 
projects,  lands  or  issues  can  be  addressed.  Indicate  on  the  base  naps  provided, 
the  location  of  specific  lands  you  are  concerned  about.  Use  a  code  letter/word 
or  other  identifiable  designation  referenced  in  your  narrative. 

Participant  ^4V  'l^/h-T)  c^  /  ^^ 
Date    //-  iQ-7  h 

Tk^        H-/-.       SopriS         dre^         H      proUUj/  ^^  ^      C^l^ 

''^  Sdx.*- ed  ''     <3re<t      \  v\      ~T-U  £-       Cjoi^T-M/      T'A.e,^e_-Wv-e_     1^  ""S     )^u.-b,r~ 


s 


Final  Visual  Sensitivity  Levels 
overview 

After  analysis  nearly  all  of  the  Roaring  Fork  Planning  Unit  rated  a  final 
sensitivity  of  high.  This  was  due,  to  1)  the  large  number  of  dispersed 
roads  and  viewer  locations  and  2)  the  unusually  high  sensitivity  of  user 
attitudes  throughout  this  highly  scenic  and  tourist/recreation  oriented  area. 

Only  one  sizeable  area  of  moderate  sensitivity  resulted;  this  near  lower 
Snowmass  Creek  and  Wildcat  Gulch.  Four  small  areas  of  moderate  occurred: 
one  near  Cottonwood  Creek,  one  near  Threemile  Creek  and  two  near  Dry  Parko 
These  small  units  should  be  given  review  by  the  Area  Office  to  determine  if 
their  isolated,  small  size  warrants  separation  from  the  surrounding  high  areas. 

Distance  Zones 
overview 

Key  observer  points  from  which  Distance  Zones  were  determined  for  the  Roaring 
Fork  Planning  Unit  are  listed  in  Table  5. 

Well  over  three-quarters  of  the  land  in  the  Planning  Unit  rated  Foreground/ 
Middleground.  This  is  because  of  the  large  number  of  roads  bisecting  the 
unit. 

Only  two  small  Background  areas  were  designated,  one  near  Dry  Park  and  the 
other  around  Wildcat  Reservoir  which  is  visible  only  from  the  ski  runs  near 
Snowmass.  The  remainder  is  made  up  of  Seldom  Seen  areas  which  are  generally 
hilly  uplands,  not  seen  from  the  lower  valley  roads. 
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EP.GLE  PLAfiflING  UNIT 
General  Setting 

The  Eagle  Planning  Unit  lies  within  the  southern  Rocky  Mountain  physio- 
graphic province  and  its  terrain  is  characterized  by  strongly  sloping 
mountainsides,  high  ridges,  deeply  incised  canyons,  steep  narrow  valleys, 
and  broad  gently  sloping  valleys  bisected  by  major  rivers. 

The  unit  is  irregularly  shaped,  extending  some  30  miles  north-south  and 
roughly  38  miles  east-west,  encompassing  a  total  of  529,000  acres. 

The  northernmost  of  the  Sawatch  Mountains  extend  into  the  central  portion 
of  the  planning  unit  and  mountains  of  the  Gore  Range  are  present  in  the 
eastern  portion.  Visually  prominent  peaks  within  these  ranges  include 
Castle  Peak  (11,293'),  Hardscrabble  Mountain  (10,715'),  Black  Mountain 
(10,545'),  King  Mountain  (10,139'),  and  Sugarloaf  Mountain  (9,523'). 

The  eastern  end  of  Glenwood  Canyon  is  included  in  the  western  portion  of 
the  planning  unit.  The  spectacular  rock  formations  and  multi-colored 
nearly  vertical  rock  walls  found  here  constitute  an  important  scenic 
resource.  Other  noteworthy  landforms  in  the  unit  include  a  lava  flow 
southeast  of  Dotsero  and  the  Dotsero  meteor  crater. 

The  Colorado  River  and  the  Eagle  River  are  the  major  drainage  courses  with- 
in the  unit  and  are  fed  by  numerous  small  tributaries  which  drain  the 
surrounding  high  elevation  watersheds. 
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The  vegetation  in  the  Eagle  unit  is  diverse  and  seasonally  colorful.  The 
steep  north-facing  mountain  slopes  are  generally  forested  with  conifers 
including  Douglas  Fir,  Englemann  Spruce,  Lodgepole  Pine,  and  Ponderosa  Pine 
intermixed  with  extensive  groves  of  Aspen.  Drier,  south-facing  exposures 
tend  to  be  vegetated  with  Pinon  Pine,  juniper,  and  oak  brush.  Grasses, 
sagebrush  and  assorted  shrubby  species  constitute  the  ground  cover  along 
the  valley  bottoms  and  riparian  communities  of  box  elder,  cottonwood,  and 
willow  follow  the  river  courses. 

Interstate  70  is  the  primary  transportation  corridor  through  the  unit, 
roughly  paralleling  the  Eagle  River  and  linking  the  small  urban  areas  of 
West  Vail,  Minturn,  Wolcott,  Eagle,  and  Gypsum.  Other  local  thoroughfares 
include  State  H>ghway  131  which  runs  north  from  Wolcott  to  State  Bridge 
and  two  less  travelled  roads  which  run  south  from  Eagle  and  Gypsum. 

Development  within  the  unit  is  generally  prevalent  along  the  major  trans- 
portation routes  and  ranges  in  character  from  attractive,  aesthetically 
pleasing  architecture  in  the  West  Vail  area  to  unattractive,  inharmonious 
trailer  parks  and  scattered  structures  along  1-70  from  Minturn  to  Gypsum 
and  beyond. 
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SORU  GENERAL  LANDSCAPE  TYPES  &SUMMARY 


PLANNING  UNIT:  EAGLE 

GENERAL  TYPE 

KEY 

Mountains 

M 

Rolling  Hills 

RH 

Ridges  and  Narrow  Valleys 

R&NV 

Broad  Valleys 

BV 

Canyons 

C 

Prairie 

PR 

Plateaus 

P 

Riparian 

R 

SQRU 

GENERAL  TYPE 

NO. 

NAME 

028 

Cottonwood  Divide 

RH 

029  ■ 

Cottonwood  Creek 

R&NV 

030 

Glenwood  Canyon  East 

C 

031 

Dotsero 

R&NV/R 

032 

Red  Hill 

RH 

033 

Gypsum  Valley 

BV/R 

034 

Eagle  Valley 

BV/R 

035 

Hardscrabble  Moun 

tain 

RH 

036 

Horse  Mountain 

BV 

037 

Warren  Gulch 

R&NV 

038 

Squaw  Creek 

R&NV/R 

039 

Avon  Valley 

R&NV/R 

040 

Mi n turn 

R&NV/R 

041 

Vail 

R&NV/R 

042 

Bellyache  Ridge 

R&NV/R 

043 

Red  Canyon 

C 

044 

Road  Gulch 

R&NV 

045 

Blowout  Hill 

M 

045 

Lyons  Gulch 

R&NV 

047 

Coffee  Pot 

RSNV 

048 

Sweetwater 

R&NV 

049 

Sugarloaf  Mountai 

n 

M 

050 

Colorado  River 

R 

051 

Castle  Peak 

M 

052 

Alkalai  Creek 

M 

053 

Piney  River 

R&NV 

054 

Cabin  Gulch 

M 

055 

Black  Mountain 

M 

055 

Colorado  River,  North 

R 

057 

Derby  Mesa 

P 

058 

Rock  Creek 

R&NV 

059 

Congor  Mesa 

M 

060 

Egeria  Creek 

R&NV 

061 

King  Creek 

M 

062 

East  Lake  Creek 

R&NV 

w 


TABLE  r 


SCENIC  QUALITY  RATING  SUMMARi 


DISTRICT: 


GRAND  JUNCTION 


RESOURCE  AREA: 

6LENW00D  SPRINGS 

PLANNING  UNIT: 

EAGLE 

SORU 
NO.     'NAME 

LF 

RATING  CRITERIA 
■  V    W    C    AS 

S 

CM 

TOTAL 
NO.   SOR 

028  Cottonwood  Divide  1  2 

029  Cottonwood  Creek  4  3 

030  Glenwood  Canyon  East  5  3 

031  Dotsero  3  3 

032  Red  Hill  12 

033  Gypsum  Valley  2  3 

034  Eagle  Valley  1  2 

035  Hardscrabble  Mountain  2  3 

036  Horse  Mountain  1  2 

037  Warren  Gulch  2  2 

038  Squaw  Creek  2  2 

039  Avon  Valley         .23 

040  Minturn  3  3 

041  Vail  4  3 

042  Bellyache  Ridge  2  3 

043  Red  Canyon      '  5  3 

044  Road  Gulch  1  2 

045  Blowout  Hill  11 

046  Lyons  Gulch  5  3 

047  Coffee  Pot  3  2 

048  Sweetwater  4  3 

049  Sugarloaf  Mountain  4  3 

050  Colorado  River  3  3 

051  Castle  Peak  4  4 

052  Alkalai  Creek  4  3 

053  Piney  River  2  2 

054  Cabin  Gulch  2  2 

055  Black  Mountain  4  3 

056  Colorado  River  -  North    5  3 

057  Derby  Mesa  3  4 

058  Rock  Creek  2  2 

059  Congor  Mesa  3  2 

060  Egeria  Creek  3  2 

061  King  Creek           '  3    2 
052   East  Lake  Creek  2    3 
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4 
4 

0 

2 
2 
0 

1 
0 

3 
3 
2 
3 
3 

4 
0 
0 
5 

1 

3 
2 

4 

0 
1 

3 
0 
2 
5 
2 

2 
0 

0 
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3 

4 
4 
2 

3 
2 
3 
2 
2 

2 
3 
3 
4 
2 

5 
2 
1 
4 
2 

2 
4 
3 
3 
3 

3 

2 
2 

5 
3 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 


3 
0 
0 
0 
3 

2 
3 
3 

4 
4 

3 

3 
0 
4 
2 

0 
0 
4 
1 
5 

1 

3 
1 

4 
4 

3 
3 
3 

0 
4 

3 
0 
0 
4 
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1 
1 
5 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
2 
1 
3 
1 

4 
1 
1 
3 
1 

1 
2 
2 
2 
2 

1 
1 
1 
4 
3 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 


■2 

1 

0 

■3 

0 

1 

-3 
2 
2 
2 

2 

-3 
0 
1 
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2 
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13 
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9 
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8 
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13 
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22 
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8 

10 
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16 
16 


C 
B 
A 
B 
C 

B 
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B 
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B 

B 
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B 

A 
B 

A 
C 
C 
A 
B 

B 
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B 
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A 
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A 

B 
C 
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AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVlkONMENTAL  CONCERN 

Only  one  rating  unit  within  the  Eagle  Planning  Unit,  SQRU  030  Glenwood 

Canyon  East,  has  been  identified  as  a  potential  ACEC. 

The  canyon  is  a  rare  and  .highly  scenic  resource  which  is  worthy  of 
special  management  considerations. 

The  rating  criteria  for  this  unit  appears  below. 


SQRU  RATING  CRITERIA  TOTAL 

NO.      NAME LF    V    W    C    AS    S    CM    NO    SQR 

030    Glenwood  Canyon  E.    5344    06    0    22    A 
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Visual  Sensitivity  -  Use  Volume 

TABLE  7 
USE  VOLUME  DATA  SUMMARY 
(Eagle  Planning  Unit) 

KEY  OBSERVATION  POINT LOCATION     VOLUME 

Vail  Ski  Area  Vail 

Meadow  Mountain  Ski  Area      Dowds  Junction 

Coffee  Pot  Road  Northwest  of  Dotsero 

Sweetwater  Creek  Road        Northwest  of  Dotsero 

Colorado  River  and  Road       State  Bridge  to  Dotsero 

Gypsum  Creek  Road  South  out  of  Gypsum 

Brush  Creek  Road  South  out  of  Eagle 

State  Route  #131 

U.S.  Route  #6 

U.S.  Route  #24 

Interstate  70 


High 

High 

High 

Hiqh 

High 

Moderate 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

^: 


V 


Narrative  continued: 

transmisson  lines   detract  somev/hat  from  tne  scenic  aualiiv. 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

(i) 

typical 

2 

Vegetation  . 

5 

3(23 

1 

lev;  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

(3) 

0 

ponds 

4 

Color 

5 

3(?) 

1 

aspen 

5 

influence 

5 

(3) 

0 

Mt.Sopris 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(U 

no 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0(^23 

-4 

power  1 ines 

Subtotal 


=  Total 


10 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
028 


Rating 


^?. 


A,  B,  or  C 


4W 


# 


District      Grand  Junction 

P1anning"~Dnit     Roaring  Fork/Eagle 


028 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  ^   3  ^Frame  § 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    10  -  C 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


8,  14 


Date  October  28,  1978 


Evaluator(s) 

PG,  EB, 

MR 

Time  of  Day 

10:15 

Weather    sunny 

Cottonwood 

Divide 

Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


rounded,  gentle  slopes 


massed  sage  and  oak  brush, 


1 inear  fences  and 
power  lines 


patchy  aspen 


Line 


curvilinear 

diagonal  aspen,  banded. 

irregular. 

clumped  oak  brush 

Color 


covered  bv  vegetation 


seasonal  variation  of  aspen  and 


natural  wood  colors 


grasses,  gray-green  sage  and 
oak 


Texture 


smooth 

fine  aspen,  clumped,  tufted  sage 

and  oak 

General  Narrative:  A  high  elevation  basin  characterized  by  gently  sloping,  rolling  topography. 
A  series  of  small  rounded  hills  capped  with  scattered  stands  of  aspen,  mixed  conifers,  and  masses  of 
scrub  oak  (Je fine  the  boundaries  of  the  unit.  Extensive  areas  of  sagebrush  form  the  qi^ou^d  cover 
in _Lh(^  1  owe r. JiL 0 vis... J  A  smairTe$ervoir~TT" present  as  are  s'veral  smal  ier  depressTons  which  also 
contafn  standing  water.  Mt.SqprislinB^aJ!Jacenr~peaksTan  be  sFen  trom  the  area  and  add  signmcantiy 
to  the^jveralV  visual  impression  of  this  landscape  though  the  presence  of  two  sets  ot     (over) 


Narrative  continued: 

The  area  is  enclosed  precludinn  viev/s  of  adjacent  scenerv.  Transmission  lines  run 
throuah  the  unit  and  constitute  a  minor  visual  distraction. 


• 


Score  (CiVcl 

e  Appr 

'opriate  Level) 

• 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(4)   3 

1 

Steep,   interesti 

2 

Vegetation  . 

5 

(3J 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3(1; 

0 

not  dominant 

4 

Color 

5 

0) 

1 

qood 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

^ 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(I) 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

;i)  0 

-h 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C      1  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
_i322 


Subtotal 


,=  Total 11 


Rating 


B_ 


/^. 


A,  B,  or  C 


District 
Planning  Unit 


Grand  Junction 


Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 029 

*Naine  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  ft  3     Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    13  -  D 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date    October  28,  1978 

Evaluator(s)  PG,  EB ,  MR 

Time  of  Day   9:00 

Weather     clear 

Cottonwood  Creek 


1.  Feature:  Landform/V/ater 


Form 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


Line 


Color 


Texture 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  centra!  character) 


narrow,  flat  valley  bottom 

uniform  masses  of  pinvnn,  iuniper 

transmission  lines 

flanked  by  moderately  steep 

and  scrub  oak;  scattered  aspen 

hillsides 

diacjona! ,  curvil  inear 

broken 

liqht  qray 

evergreen  and  seasonally  varying. 

deciduous  colors 

a 

coarse  to  fine 

tufted,  brushy 

General  Narrative:  A  "U"-shaped  valley  bounded  by  high  rounded  hills  on  the  northfacing  slopes  and 
rough,  severely  eroded  hills  on  the  southfacing  slopes.  Diagonal  bands  of  rock  strata  are  exposed  in 
many  areas.  Patches  of  fir  intermingled  with  aspen  dominate  the  crests  andTupper  areas  of  the  north- 
rociiuT~s'iopes  whTTe"  oak"  brush  predominates  along  the  lov.'er  slopes,  and  sage  brush  dominates  on  the  _ 
valley  floor.  Pinyon  and  .juniper  are  present  along  southfacing  slopes,  intermixed  with  fir  on  mesic 
exposures  and  drainages.  A  small  stream  bisects  the  valley  supporting  willows  and  grasses,   (over) 


narrative  continued: 
at  the  eastern  edge, 
conifers. 


Both  openinns  support  cor^munities  of  aspen,   saae  and  mixed 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  L 

eve!) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

(5) 

3 

i 

exposed  strata 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(3) 

1 

low  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

(4)3 

0 

dominant 

4 

Color 

5 

(4^3 

1 

rich  mix 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

(0) 

6 

Scarcity 

(6) 

2 

1 

unique 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(9) 

-A 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU 

030 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


22 


Fina 
\ 

A 


Ratin 


>^v 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


District       Grand  Junction 

Planning  Unit     Eaqle 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit    030 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  i?   3      Frame  #    3 
Scenic  Quality  Rating    22  -  A 

* 

(see  reverse  side  forTating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

October  27, 

1978 

Evaluate 

.r(s)_ 

EB,  MR 

,  PG 

Time  of 

Day 

5:00 

Weather 

clear 

Glenwood  Canyon  East 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

strongly  vertical,  columnar. 

banded  conifers,  massed  sage  and 

linear  hiqhv/ay 

Jaqqed,  blocky 

herbaceous  species 

Line 


vertical ,  broken 


horizontal ,  linear 


Color 


tans,  pinks,  reds 

evergreen,  tans,  qrayish-qreen 

\                 ■  V 

-- 

- 

Texture 


rouqh,  broken 

coarse,  bristly  conifersj 

brushv,  tufted  saqe 

General  Narrative:  Narrow  canyon  with  dramatic,  steeply  rising  vertical  walls.  A  strong  visual 
experience  is  provided  by  the  horizontal  banding  and  columnar,  sculpted  form  ot  tne  canyon  wails. 


In  addition,  exposed  strata 


;ata  provide  a  variety  of  color.  A  riparian  qommiinitv  consisting  of  Salt 

Cedar,  cortonwood"~and  willow  lines  the  riverlbanks.  Saqe^arici' herbaceous  spec^ies  qraGJout  fr:om  the 
riparian  voqetation  and  scattered^  firs  forriThorizontal  bands  on  the  upper  si operoTtTie  canyon. 
Opefi'ings  Tn  the  canyon  exist  at  the  western  edge  of  the  unit  and  along  the  southtaclng  slope  (over) 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(3) 

1 

common 

2 

Vegetation   . 

5 

,(3) 

1 

low  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

Ci)3 

0 

dominant 

k 

Color 

5 

(4)3 

1 

good 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

(0) 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

0) 

no 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0(^3j 

-4 

see  narrative 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU 
031 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


12 


Fine 
\ 


Rating 


/T^. 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


District 
Planning  UniT 


Grand  Junction 


Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 031 

*Nanie  or  No.  #5 

Film:     Roll   §        #5 ^Frame  I 

Scenic  Quality  Rating         12     -     B 


#1 

#2,  4,  5,  6 


{see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date    October  28,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB,  MR,  PG,  CT 

Time  of  Day 

5:30 

Weather 

clear 

Dotsero 

Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


wide  valley  basin  surrounded  hv 


low  uniform  grasses  ^nd  sage. 


scattered  cubical 


fairly  steep  incised,  rolling 


scattered  pinyon-juniper 


hills 


massed  cottonwoods 


Line 


Color 


vertical  drainage  lines; 

irregular,  curvilinear 

angular 

curvilinear  skyline 

light  tans  to  reds 

greens,  seasonal  deciduqus 

mostly  unnatural , 

contrasting 

Texture 


smooth  but  frequently  broken 

fine  grasses  and  deciduous. 

scattered  residential 

tufted  pinyon-juniper 

General  Narrative:  A  broad  river  valley  bounded  by  high,  broadly  rounded,  deeply  and  frequently 

incised  hills.  Pasture  and  native  grasslands  dominate  the  valley  floor,  while  cottonwood  and  wH low 
are  conspicuous  along  the  river  course.  Pinyon-juniper  and  sage  brush  dominate  the  southfacing  slopes 
wliTTe~pTriyon  andTir  are  Intermixed  oh  the  northfacinq  slopes/  Sage  briish  1s~a1so  present  on  xeri c 


exposures  of  the  northfacing  slopes.  The  Colorado  River  is  a  predominate  feature  oftFis  iinvT! 
Interstate  70,  the  town  of  Dotsero  and  a  oravpl  nit  dptrart  from  t.hp  «;r.f»nir.  nufllTtv^ 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

i 

Landform 

5 

3 

0) 

common 

2 

Vegetation   . 

5 

3  © 

1 

lov;  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(Q) 

4 

Color 

5 

3^2) 

i 

dull 

5 

Influence 

5 

(f) 

0 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

ri) 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

CO) 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification  ^ 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       II  or  Less 


SQRU 
032 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


Fina 
\ 


Rating 


^7^ 


A.   B,  or  C 


« 


m 


# 


Di stri ct      Grand  Junction 
Planning  Unit      Eagle 


mr 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 

*Name  or  No. 

"Film:  Roll  if        3 ^Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating      9  -"c 


16 


Date 

October 

28,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB,  PG,  MR 

Time  of 

Day 

1:00 

Weather 

clear 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores)" 
Landscape  Character: 


Red  Hill 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                       (only  central  character) 

rollinq,  low  sloping  hills 

massed  pinvon-iunioer.  bands  of 

power  lines 

oak  and  sage 

Line                '      " 

curvilinear,  horizontal 

horizontal 

Color 

tans,  reds,  pinks 

green  and  qray-qreen 

Texture 

smooth 

brushv 

General  Narrative:   Rolling  hill  incised  with  drainaqes;  pinyon-juniper,  oak  brush  and  sage  brush 

dominate  the  area  as  a  result  of  exposure  and  altitude.  No  cultural  modifications  are  evident. 

btit  a  view  of  Castle  Peak  enhances  this  area's  scenic  quality. 

V 

Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3    (2^ 

i 

typical 

2 

Vegetation  , 

5 

d) 

i 

some  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

3    (2 

0 

creeks 

4 

Color 

5 

(3) 

1 

varies 

5 

influence 

5 

3    (2; 

1    0 

not  qreat 

6 

Scarcity 

o 

2 

(M 

coiranon 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(Do 

-4 

not  bad 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
C\Qss  B  12-18 
Class  C       1  1  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 

033 


Subtotal 


=  Total lA. 


Rating* 


B 


A-< 


A,  B,  or  C 


« 


District      _       Grand  Junction 
PI  anni  ngHJh  ft f^ggie 


033 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Nanie  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  ^    3 ^Frame  #  17,  18,  22 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   "~  1^  -  B 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date       October  28,  1978 
EvaluatorU)    CT,  EB,  PG,  MR 


Time  of  Day    1:45 
Weather       dear 


Gypsum  Valley 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


flat  to  rolling  valley 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 
scattered  pinyoti-juniper. 


banded,  massed  riparian 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


scattereogeometric 


Line 


Color 


horizontal  floor,  diagonal 

diagonal ,  horizontal , 

angular 

walls,  curvilinear  skyline 

curvil inear 

red  to~tan  and  light  grayT 


muted  green  pinyon-.juniper  to 


mostly  natural 


seasonally  varying  deciduous 


Texture 


smooth  and  severely  eroded 

fine  deciduous,  tufted  pinyon- 

scattered  residential 

jumper 

General  Narrative:   A  large  enclosed  valley  with  flat  to  gently  undulating  terrain  dominated  by 
agricultural  land.  Gypsum  Creek  meanders  along  the  western  edgepf  the  valley  and  supports  a 


iparian  association  of  cottonwood  and  willow.  The  surrounding  hills,  ejrg  moderately  steep  and 


'ipat:,ian  association  ot  cottonwood  and  willow.  The  surrounding  hi  Is  arg  mod 
leavily  eroded,  supporting  communities  ofpinyon-juniper,  and  scattered  as'pen 


narrative  continued: 


and  scattered  homes  distinctly  detract  from  the  val ley' s   scenic  quality 


S 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

(D 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3  o: 

1 

little  variety 

3 

Water 

5 

3   fe 

0 

present 

4 

Color 

5 

3  a 

1 

muted 

5 

Influence 

5 

(V 

0 

Sav.'atch  Mtns. 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

OJ 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

or-s: 

-4 

extensive 

Subtotal 


=  Total. 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C      I  1  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
034 


Rating 


/-?. 


A,  B,  or  C 


»» 


• 


District       Grand  Junction 
PlanninglJrnt      Eagle 


034 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 

*Nanie  or  No. 

Film:     Roll   §        3 ^Frame  §_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  8    -'c 


22 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

October  28, 

1978 

Evaluator($) 

CT.  EB 

,  PG, 

MR 

Time  of 

Day 

3:00 

Weather 

clear 

Eagle 

Valley 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


Form 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


3,  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


Line 


Color 


Texture 


rounded  hillsides,  flankinq. 

linear  masses,  banded 

cubical 

gently  sloping  valley  bottom 

undulatinq,  horizontal,  rolling 

horizontal .  curvilinear 

vertical,  horizontal. 

linear 

/ 

. 

,t?n.  chalkv  white,  brown 

evergreens,  gray-greens,  russets 

bright  metallic, 

some  natural  wood  tones 

3 

soft,  smooth,  incised 

coarse,  tufted,  feathery 

General  Narrative:  A  broad,  gently  sloping,  well -dissected  valley  bounded  by  low,  rounded  hills 
and  occasional  horizontal  terraces.  The  hillsides  are  partially  barren,  covered  in  some  areas  with 
scattered,  patchy  communities  of  pinyon-juniper.  The  exposed  areas  of  the  hillsides  are  tan  and 
chalky  Jn^appeiTrance.  A  riparian  communit,y"~"gominated  by  w1  Mows  follows  the  Eagie  River  and 


grading  out  from  the  river  are  sage  brush  and  mixed  herbaceous  species."~~T:ultural  modifications  in" 

the  area  includina  the  hicihwav.  the  new  constnirtinn  of  1-70.  railroad  trarks.  t.ran?;mi<?sion  Tiries  inuor^ 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  L 

evel) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3(2) 

1 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

^3) 

! 

some  variety 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

^o> 

4 

Color 

5 

^?\ 

1 

some  fall    color 

5 

Influence 

5 

(3) 

0 

Castle  Peak 

o 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(\) 

sommon 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

none 

Subtotal 


=  Total, 


14 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       II  or  Less 


SQRU 
035 


Fina 


Rating 


B 


/7\ 


A,  B,  or  C 


O 

m 

o 


District 
Planning~Unit 


Grand  Junction 


Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit    035 

*Naine  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #    3   ^Frame  § 21 


14 


B- 


Scenic  Quality  Rating    ___^ 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character:  


Date    October  28,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB,  PG,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

3:00 

Weather 

clear 

Hardscrabble  Mountain 


»■■■ 

IlllWIil 

•^ 

m 

■■uaa 


o 

O 


Form 


Line 


Color 


horizontal,  diagonal,  sloping 


broken,  irregular 


Texture 


smooth,  dissected 


bushy,  brushy,  fine  aspen 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

low,  rounded  slopes,  deeply 

massed,  banded,  patchy 

none 

incised 

covered 

seasonal  aspen,  evergreen. 

qrav-qreen  oaks,  saqe 

General  Narrative:   A  gently  sloping  mountain  with  steep  bluffs  incised  by  drainages.  The. 
vegetation  is  primarily  pinyon-juniper  on  lower  slopes  and  benches,  grading  into  oak  brush  and  aspen 
a s " elevation  increases.  Some  pockets  of  fir  are  found  in  mesic  drainages.  Fir  is  also  found  in 
iipppr  pIpvaMons  of  this  ijnit.  No  cultural  modifications  are  found  on  this  site.  Castle  Peak 
greatly  enhancesthe  scenic  quality  of  this  area. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

.  Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

W 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3(2) 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3   (1^ 

0 

not  apparent 

k 

Color 

5 

3    © 

1 

dun 

5 

Influence 

5 

:4;  3 

0 

Sav/atch  Mountai 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

0) 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(?) 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       1  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
036  B 


Subtotal 


=  Total 11. 


Rating 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


4 


€ 


# 


a) 
O 

O 


Bft|« 

m 


< 

m 

z 

oatcJ 

O 

"J} 

< 

Tl 
O 


Di  s  t  ri  c  t_  ^ 

Planning  Unit    Eagle 


Grand  Junction 


Date 


October  28,  1978 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 036 

*Name  or  No.    3 

Film:  Roll-^   5_ Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   ~  ^3  -  B 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Evaluator(s)    fb,  Pfi.llR" 


7T 
13 


Time  of  Day   3:30 
Weather clear 


Horse  Mountain 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

low  rolling  hills,  incised 

brushv,  clumped  oinvon-iuniper. 

cubical  dwell  inns,     

drainages,  flat  valley 

uniform  pasture,  patchy  willow 

1 inear  fences 

Line 


curvilinear,  horizontal 


irregular^  horizontal 


rectilinear 


Color 


pink,  tan 


evergreen,  seasonal,  pasture, 


willow,  Cottonwood 


Texture 


cnttnnwoods  and  willow.  The  Sawatch  Mountains  enhance  the  scenic  value  of 


area  as  do  the 


agrarian  activities  on  the  valley  floor. 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

^  ^A 

1 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3    (i 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(o; 

4 

Color 

5 

.      3    ^ 

1 

5 

Influence 

5 

(4)   3 

0 

o 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(0 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2^ 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fine 


037 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


13 


V' 


Rating 


/N 


A,   B,   or  C 


o 

m 

o 

D 

> 

ytmn 
■wwl 


1:1 


D 

< 

m 


Tl 
O 

33 


Grand  Junction 


District 
PlanningTIrnt        Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #    5      Frame  § 


037 


11. 


Scenic  Quality  Rating    

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores 

Landscape  Character: 


12,  13 


Date 

No 

vember 

2, 

1978 

Evaluate 

r(s)_ 

EB, 

PG 

.  MR 

Time  of 

Day 

11:15 

Weather 

clear 

VJarren  Gulch 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

sloping,  eroded  ridges 

grasses  and  scattered  evergreen 

none 

patches 

Line 


curvilinear 

irregular 

Color 


tans,  light  grays 


seasonal  grasses,  green  pinyon- 


.luniper 


Texture 


smooth  to  roughly  eroded 

fine  to  medium 

General  Narrative:   Warren  Gulch  was  viewed  by  air.  The  ridges  here  are  moderately  sloping  and 
eroded.  Vegetation  is  generally  sparse.  Grasses  cover  much  of  this  area  while  some  pinyon- 


.iuniper  are  found  in  the  eroded  gulches.  Water  is  not  apparent  and  colors  are  fairly  muted. 
The  Seven  Hermit^  Range  adds  some  scenic  interest  to  the  area  and  it  appears  to  be  free  of 
cultural  modification. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

1 

2 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3 

1 

2 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

0 

3     Squaw  Creek 

4 

Color 

5 

3 

1 

2     Seasonal 

5 

influence 

5 

3 

0 

3  Sawatch  and  G 

o 

Scarcity 

2 

1 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0 

-4 

? 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


038 


Subtotal 


+ 


=  Total, 


A5 


19-33 
.12-18 

• 

•1  I  or  Less 


Fina 


Rating 


B 


^ 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


« 


o 

m 

mamm 


Grand  Junction 


District 

Planning  Unit   Eagle  " 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit    038 
*Name  or  No. 
Film:  Roll  #  Frame  # 


■Squaw  r.rppk 


Scenic  Quality  Rating    

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character; 


Date 

10- 

29-78 

Evaliiaitb 

r(s). 

CT,  EB, 

Mk, 

PG 

Time  of 

Day_ 

1:45  P. 

M„ 

Weather 

Sunny 

> 

was 

maam 
naaii 

■< 


m 

|fH9R0| 

< 

m 

H 
O 
XI 

-< 

"n 
O 

73 


I.     Feature:     Landform/Water 


Form 


Line 


Color 


Texture 


sloping  valley 


tans,  grays 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


massed 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


diagonal 

banded 

diagonal 

evergreens 


seasonal  greens  &  golds 


smooth 

bristly  to  fine 

General  Narrative; 


This  unit  is  a  somewhat  steeply  sloping  valley  bisected  by  Squaw  Creek.  The 


vegetation  in  the  area  contrasts  in  form,  texture,  and  color,  thereby  creating 
a  visually  interesting  community.  The  overall  scenic  quality  in  the  unit  is 
enhahced  by  VUtas  oT  the  nearby  Sawatch  and  Gore  Ranges: 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


Landform 


Vegetation 


Water 


Color 


influence 


Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 


High 


Medium 


TUT 


Subtotal 


Low 


Rationale  or 
Explanation 


common 


low  diversity 


influential 


seasonal 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


Sawatch  &  Gore  Ranges  sqru 

039 


lots  of  development 


=  Total , 


13 


19-33 
12-18 
I  I  or  Less 


Fina 


Rating 


B 


/N 


A,   B,  or  C 


V, 


4. 


District       Grand  Junction 

Planning  Unit      Eaqle 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit     039 
*Name  or  No.    4              7 
Film:  Roll  ^   3       Frame  #  24,  25,  26 
Scenic  Quality  Rating     13  -  B 

* 

{see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 


Octnhftr  29.  1978 


Evaluator(s)  fr,  PG,  MR 


Time  of  Day  1:30 
Weather     clear 


Avon  Valley 


m 


< 

m 

O 

-< 

m 
O 

73 


Form 


Line 


Color 


Texture 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

steep  to  moderately  sloping 

massed,  scattered 

cubical 

valley 

vertical .  diagonal 


smooth,  rough  outcrops 


ciirvilinear,  handed,  diannnal 


hard,  angular 


coarse  conifers,  fine  aspen. 


brushy  sage 


General  Narrative;   Flat  valley  bottom  bounded  by  smoothly  eroded,  rounded  hillsides.  Pasture- 
lands  dominate  the~vegetation  on  the  valley  floor  and  as  elevation  up  the  slopes  increases.' 
sage  and  grasslands  blend  into  spruce-fir  forests  and  aspen  groves.  Significant  development  in 

~thp  vallpy  has  a  negative  effect  upon  the  valley's  visual  harmony  but  this  is  balanced  out  by  ~ 


thp  positive  influence  generated  by  vistas  of  the  peaks  on  the  Sawatch  and  Gore  Ranges. 


tans,  grays 

evergreen,  seasonal  tans/greens, 

metallic  and  wood 

gray-greens 

tones 

Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(3) 

1 

steeD 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(33 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

3  r2i 

0 

the  river 

4 

Color 

5 

(3) 

1 

vanes 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

CQ-) 

0 

Scarcity 

O 

2 

(i) 

no 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

^0) 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  1  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 
040 


Subtotal 


=  Total 


12 


Rating 


B 


^ 


A,  B,  or  C 


% 


o 

m 


District 
PlanningTInit" 


Grand  Junction 


TaqTF 


040 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §  3     Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    _  12  -  B 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

i 

Landscape  Character: 


27 


Date     October  28,  1978 

Evaluator(s)   EB,  PG,  MR 

Timfe  of  Day  5:00 

Weather     clear 

Minturn 

m 
r" 


< 

m 

o 

33 
-< 

m 
O 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature: 

Vegetation 

3. 

Feature:  Structure 
(only  central  character) 

steep  valley 

scattered  firs, 

uniform  grasses, 

bands  of  aspen 

Line 


diagonal 

diagonal ,  broken 

,  , 

Color 


light  gray  and  pink  outcro"ps" 


green  conifers,  seasonal 


aspen  and  grasses 


Texture 


rough 


fine  to  medium 


General  Narrative:     A  narrow  river  valley  bounded  by  high  dramatic  cliffs  and  rounded  hillsides, 
Sage  brush  dominates  the  lower  slopes  with  oak  brush,  aspen,  and  tir  dominating  the  upper  slopes 

and  ridgetops.  A  riparian  community  follows  the  Eagle  River  which  bisects  the  rating  unit. 

Vegetation  has  been  cleared  along  some  northfacing  slopes  for  the  construction  of  ski  slopes" 


A  rock  outcropping  known  as  Lions  Head  is  a  dominant  and  interesting  feature  and  adds  significantly 
to  the  visual  interest  of  this  landscape. ; 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(4)3 

1 

interesting 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

f2> 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

(3) 

0 

Eaqle  River 

4 

Color 

5 

(4)3 

1 

aspen 

5 

Influence 

5 

(4)3 

0 

Vail 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

(J)2 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

{^)Q 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 

041 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


22 


19-33  ■ 

12-18 

I  1  or  Less 


Fina 

A 


Rating 


/N 


A,   B,  or  C 


w. 


%. 


o 
o 

DO 


District 
Planning  Unit 


Grand  Junction 


Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 041 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #    5 Frame  #__ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    22  -  A 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

October 

28 

,  1978 

Evaluate 

r(s) 

EB, 

PG, 

MR 

Time  of 

Day_ 

5:30 

Weather 

clear 

Vail 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                        (only  central  character) 

hiqh,  vertical-walled  valley 

massed,  banded  aspen,  scattered 

geometric,  angular 

conifers,  clumped  pinyon-juniper 

sloping  roofs 

Line 

curvilinear,  vertical , 

angular,  undulating,  irregular 

rhythmical 

diaqonal 

Color 

gray,  pink 

green,  seasonal  deciduous, 

gray-green 

Texture 

smooth  vn'th  coarse  rock 

bushy,  brushy,  bristly 

outcroppings 

General  Narrative;   Narrow  "V"-shaped  valley  with  dramatically  rising  steep  walls,  v;hich  reveal 
exposed  areas  of  pTnk  and  gray  bands  of  rock.  Southfacing  slopes  were  dominated  by  pinyon-.juniper 
while  the  northfacing  slopes  are  dominated  by  aspen  and  exhibit  spectacular  fall  color.  Firs 
generally"  dominate  the  nd(^es  and  willow  and  cottonwood  represent  the  riparian  flora  associated 


r— — T and  willow  and  cottonwood  represent  the  riparian  f1ora~associai 

with  Gore  Creek,  The  architecture  of  Vail  is  complimentary  to  the  unit  and  does  not  detract 


from  the  scenic  guality  of  the  unit. 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

i 

Landform 

5 

U2) 

1 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(3) 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

0) 

0 

present 

4 

Color 

5 

.    3(2) 

1 

dull 

5 

influence 

5 

3  (2) 

0 

si iqht 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(l) 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(0) 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Gloss  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 

042 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


13 


19-33 
12-18 


or  Less 


Fina 


Rating 


B 


/^ 


A,  B,  or  C 


c 


c 


m 


O 

m 


m 


m 


»«^ 


District 
Planning"  Unit 


Grand  Junction 


E^qlg 


042 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_      _ 
*Nanie  or  No.     4 

Film:  Roll  §  5 Frame  if 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   T3  -  B 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


3.  4,  5 
11 


Date      October  29,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB.  PG.  MR 

Time  of  Day 

12:00 

Weather 

clear 

Bellyache  Ri 

dqe 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                        {only  central  character) 

slppinq,  rounded,  vertical 

massed  conifers,  banded  aspens. 

1-70  and  scattered 

continuous  sage  and  pastureland 

buildings 

Line 

rolling,  undulating,  hard. 

curvilinear,  angular,  broken. 

linear,  angular 

annular 

irregular 

Color 

gray  to  tan 

evergreens,  seasonal  greens/golds 

metal  1 ic 

Texture 

smooth  v-jith  coarse,  rough 

coarse  conifers,  fine  aspen, 

scattered 

outcrop  areas 

bushy  sage 

General  Narrative;   A  flat  valley  bottom  which  grades  into  moderately  to  steeply  sloping 

mountainsides.  There  are  many  barren,  grayish-toned  areas  along  the  sideslopes  and  in  these 

areas  exposed,  banded,  sedimentary  strata  are  visible.  Vegetated  areas  along  the  valley  bottom 

are  dominated  by  pastureland  while  the  lower  slopes  are  characterized  by  sage  and  scattered  pinyon- 

mniper.  Aspen  groves  and  massed  areas  of  spruce-fir  forests  prevail  along  the  ridgetops.  1-70 
detracts  somewhat  from  the  area's  visual  quality.  Some  steeply  sloping  bluffs  are  visible  on 
thp  northfacinq  slones  nnd  adH  tn  thp  visual_  interest  of  the  sitQ. ^ 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

! 

Landform 

(5) 

3 

1 

spectacular 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

.^^^^ 

1 

some  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

f4)3 

0 

dominant 

4 

Color 

6) 

3 

1 

exceptional 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

CO) 

none 

Scarcity 

6 

(4)  2 

1 

unique 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

:oo 

-4 

T-7n 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fine 

043         


Subtotal 


=  Total, 


22 


Rating 


/N 


A,   B,  or  C 


i 


w 


in 

O 
m 

O 
O 

'mi— 

> 


District     Grand  Junction 
Planning"  Unit      Eagle 


9  i 


MBEMM 

a 

z 
< 

m 

aaann 

o 

-< 

n 
O 

"^ 
tamSt 


043 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  if  Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating     23  -  A 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date 

October  29 

,  1978 

Evaluate 

r(s) 

EB, 

PG, 

MR 

Time  of 

Day_ 

12 

:00 

Weather 

Cl( 

5ar 

Red  Canyon 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                           (only  central  character) 

vertical,  columnar  cliffs 

scattered,  pinyon-.luniper,  linear 

linear  power  1 ines 

riparian 

and  road 

Line 

stronqly  vertical 

broken,  irregular 

Color 

red,  pink,  tan 

green,  seasonal  deciduous 

Texture 

coarse 

brushy 

General  Narrative:    A  spectacular  steep-walled  red  sandstone  canyon.  The  color  is  exceptionally 

striking  though  common  throughout  the  region.  Pinyon-juniper  is  found  along  the  sideslopes 

in  scattered  occurrences  and  is  found  in  dense  stands  along  the  ridgetpps  where  it  is  often 
mixed  with  fir  and  oak/sage  communities.  The  Eagle  River  is  a  prominent  feature  in  this 
site  and  its  presence  is  accentuated  by  the  presence  of  cottonwoods  and  willows  which  hug 
the  riverbanks. 


Score  {Circl 

s  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

(j) 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3(2^ 

1 

low  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(o; 

4 

Color 

5 

3   (7) 

1 

mixed,  dull 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

fo) 

enclosed 

D 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(1) 

common 

_7_ 

Cultural  Modification 

^2) 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       11  or  Less 


SQRU        Fine 

044 


Subtotal 


=  Total, 


Rating 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


o 


District     Grand  Junction 
Planning  Unit    Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit  044 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #    3 ^Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating       8 


19 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date     October  28 

,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

ER, 

PG,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

2:10 

Weather 

clear 

Road  Gulch 

1,  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                           (only  central  character) 

rounded,  incised 

spotty,  scattered,  patchy 

transmission  lines 

Line 

rolling,  undulating 

broken,  irregular 

linear 

Color 

pink,  tan 

evergreens,  gray-greens 

Texture 

smoothly  eroded 

brushy,  bushy,  coarse 

General  Narrative:    Rounded,  deeply  incised  gulch.  Patchy,  scattered  sage;  pinyon-juniper 

cover  the  largely  barren  exposed  pinkish-tan  soils  and  outcrop  areas.  The  gulch  is  largely 

enclosed  and  thus  adjacent  scenery  has  little  effect  on  the  units  somewhat  limited  scenic  guality. 

, 

Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  L 

evel) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3 

91 

flat 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3 

(i) 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(0) 

4 

Color 

5 

3 

(1) 

muted 

5 

influence 

5 

(4)3 

0 

hiah  elevation  i 

b 

Scarcity 

O 

2 

(D 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


045 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


10 


19-33 
12-18 
1  1  or  Less 


Fina 

C 


Rating 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


4 


4 


€ 


« 


D 

> 

m 


nri 


o 

flnrtr* 


District 
Planning  UniT 


Grand  Junction 


Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 045 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #    3      Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating j^ 


20 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date      October 

28 

,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

__  EB^J 

PG. 

JR _      

Time  of  Day 

2:30 

Weather 

sunny 

Blowout  Hi 

11 

1,  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                           (only  central  character) 

broad  somev;hat  flat,  incised 

continuous  cover  of  grasses  and 

sagebrush 



Line 

horizontal 

horizontal 

Color 

covered 

grayish-green 

Texture 

smooth 

brushy,  tufted 

General  Narrative:      A  broad  somewhat  flat  mountaintop  characterized  by  an  extensive  cover  of 

saqebrush  and  grasses  intermittently  broken  by  stands  of  pinyon  and  juniper  alonq  the  drainages. 

A  panorama  of  surrounding  mountain  peaks  enhances  the  visual  interest  of  the  area. 

Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


Landform 


Vegetation 


Water 


Color 


influence 


Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 
Subtotal 


High 


5 


Medium 


3 


Low 


0 


Rationale  or 
Explanation 


stronq  topographic 


Colorado  River 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


on     Class  A 
Class  B 


19-33 
12-18 


colorful    exposed   rock  Class  C       I  I  or  Less 

strata 


power  lines,  tracks     0^ 


SQRU 

\/ 

045 


Fina 

\| 

A 


Rating 


.=  Total 


19 


A\ 


A,  B,  or  C 


w- 


i 


C/) 

o 

m 
O 


Grand  Junction 


District 

PI  anni  ng'TJFi  t  Eaale 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  No.  2 

Film:     Roll   if        4 

Scenic  Quality  Rating 


JM 


Frame 
19 


jr.. 

if        8. 


'IT 
9, 


10 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

Ocl 

tober  27, 

1978 

Evaluate 

r(s)_ 

EB,  PG, 

MR 

Time  of 

Day 

3:30 

Weather 

clear 

Lyon's  Gulch 


gfWitrt 
B»BH!iHI 


a 


HKwJ 

o 

33 
< 

o 


Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


rolling^  curvilinear,  vertical 


diagonal  conifers,  linear 


riparian,  broken  brush 


Texture 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


rounded,  undulating  ridges 

scattered  pinvon-.iuniper. 

linear,  power  line. 

bounding  low  diagonal  ridges 

patchy  firs 

road,  railroad  traces 

and  horizontal  valley  bottom 

cubical  structures 

gray,  pink 

evergreen,  seasonal  riparian. 

bright  metallic 

gray-green  sage 

to  muted  earth 

tones 

coarse,  rough,  broken 

bushy,  brushy  pinyon-.iuniper. 

scattered 

tufted  sage,  feathery  willows 

General  Narrative:   River  bottom  flanked  by  low  sloping  ridges  and  high  steep-walled  hillsides. 
East  and  v/est  facing  slopes  are  heavily  eroded  with  deeply  incised  drainages  and  are  characterized 
by  horizontally  banded,  broken  rock  strata.  Pinyon-juniper  is  the  dominant  woody  vegetation  on  both 
exposures  and  1s  intermixea  witn  nrs  in  the  drainages.  Sage  dominates  the  lower  slopes  and  a 
riparian  community  dominated  by  willows  and  scattered  cottonwoods  lies  along  the  river.  The 
Colorado~River  is  a  prominent  scenic  element  and  despite  the  presence  of  several  negative 
cultural  modifications  (road^  railroad  tracks,  power  lines,  structures)  "the  area  provides  a  strong 
visual  experience. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  L 

evel) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(3) 

1 

common 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3(2) 

! 

si iqht  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

3(13 

0 

not  prominent 

4 

Color 

5 

3(2) 

1 

subtle 

5 

Influence 

(5) 

3 

0 

spectacular 

6 

Scarcity 

D 

2 

ro 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2; 

0 

-4 

little 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C      1  1  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 

047 


Subtotal 


=  Total, 


16 


Rating 


/\ 


A,   B,  or  C 


^ 


"""SB 

■Mttltl 


• 


District 


Grand  Junction 


Planning  Unit   Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 047 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  H         j^ ^Frame  #  1^2 


16 


B 


Scenic  Quality  Rating    

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


•      • 

Date    October  27,  1978 

• 

•  ,  ■  ■ . 

# 

Evaluator(s)   EB,  PG,  MR 

Time  of  Day   4:30 

Weather      clear 

Coffee  Pot 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                           (only  central  character) 

undulating,  rounded. 

massed  conifers,  spotty  pinyon- 

pyramidical 

juniper,  intermittent  sagebrush. 

continuous  pasture 

Line 

diagonal,  rolling 

diagonal,  intermittent,  broken. 

angular 

Color 

tans,  qravs 

evergreen,  gray-greens,  seasonal 

greens/golds 

Texture 

smooth 

bushy,  bristly,  smooth  pastures 

General  Narrative:   High,  steep  hillsides  with  many  exposed  outcrop  areas.  The  vegetation  is 
dominated  by  pinyon-juniper  with  "Tnterspersed  oak  brush,  sagebrush  and  tirs  in  mesic  drainages, 
Colors  are  muted  but  the  influence  of  high  mountain  vistas  and  sp"ectacular  erosional  landfo mis 


along  the~nearbv  Colorado  River  slgn-jfjcantly  enhance  the  scenic  quality  ot  the  area~ 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


Landform 


Vegetation 


Water 


Color 


Influence 
Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 


High 


Subtotal 


Medium 


(JT 


Low 


0 


0 

31 


■4 


Rationale  or 
Explanation 


interesting  erosional 
Porins 


scemc 


muted 


common 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 

048 


=  Total 


15 


19-33 
12-18 


or  Less 


Final  Rating 

B 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


c 


A 


k 


€' 


o 

m 
O 


>' 

vataam 

ISMttM 

rn 


anoMM 

< 

m 

fltflM 


Grand  Junction 


District 

Planning  Unit    Eagle 


P3 

Wrnttl 


iM. 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #   2  ^      Frame  #  30.  31,  32 

Scenic  Quality  Rating      -[^  ,  r 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 


Date 

October  27,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB.  PG,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

2:30 

Weather 

sunny 

Sweetwater 

Landscape  Character: 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 
Form 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

valley  bottom  bounded  by 

scattered  pinyon-juniper. 

cubical ,  rectil inear 

rounded  hills  and  cliffs 

banded  aspen,  tufted  oak  and 

saqe,  continuous  grasses 

Line 

horizontal,  diagonal,  vertical 

diagonal  aspen,  broken. 

angular 

horizontal 

' 

Color 

tan,  aray,  brov/n 

eyerqreen,  qray-qreen  saqe. 

briqht  metal  1 ic. 

seasonal  greens/golds 

earth  tones 

Texture 

smooth 

brushy,  bristly,  feathery 

General  Narrative:   Steep  walled,  enc 

losed  river  bottom  characterized  by  a  n 

umber  of  sculpted, 

erosional  landforms  which  create  siqni 

ficant  visual  interest  in  the  rating  un 

it.  Strong  , 

.horizontal  banding  is  apparent  in  the 

strata  which  are  visible  along  many  of 

the  sideslopes.  The 

vnllpy  v-^idpns  in  spots  and  here  p^^sturelands  are  in  evidence.  Pinyon  and  .luniper  dominate  the 

hillsides  with  aspen  present  on  the  hi 

qher  slopes  and  in  the  drainages.  Sage 

is  dominant  in  the 

drier  areas  whil?  willows  and  cottonwoods  are  associated  with  the  creek  runni 

ng  through  the 

arpfl. 

Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(?)3 

1 

mountainous 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(^^     . 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

^3(2) 

0 

4 

Color 

5 

(4)3 

1 

5 

Influence 

5 

(5') 

0 

Scarcity 

D 

(23 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       1 1  or  Less 


SQRU        Final  Rating 

049  A 


Subtotal 


+ 


=  Total, 


20 


As 


A,  B,  or  C 


i 


m 

o 


District 


Grand  Junction 


Planning  Dnit   ^agle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit Q^^ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #5     Frame  #    4,  6 

Scenic  Quality  Rating       20  -  A 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

November  2, 

1978 

Evaluate 

ir(s)_ 

EB, 

PG 

Time  of 

Day 

11:00 

Weather 

clear 

Sugarloaf  Mountain 


J> 


m 
r" 

a 


tSamt 

o 

< 

m 
O 


Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


slppinn  mountainsides 


3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 


dianonal 

Texture 


smooth  to  rough 

General  Narrative:   This  area  was  viewed  from  the  air.  It  is  a  moderately  sloping  mountainside, 
free  of  any  form  of  significant  cultural  modification  and  vegetated  with  a  banded,  dense  cover 

of  aspen  and  mixed  alpine  conifers.  Noteworthy  water  features  within  the  unit  include  Vlillow 

lake,  llillnw  Creek,  and  Poison  Creek. 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

1 

Landform 

5 

(3> 

1 

not  spectacular  but 

Class  A      19-33 
Class  B       12-18 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

.      (^ 

1 

1  n  Lei  tij  1 1 IIU 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

(4)    3 

0 

structurally  dominant 

4 

Color 

5 

(^^     . 

1 

muted 

Class  C       II  or  Less 

5 

influence 

5 

3    (Q 

0 

minimal 

SQRU        Fine 

Rating 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

(2M 

1 

/ 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

0)0 

-4 

favorable 

050                   B 

Subtotal 

+             + 

=  Total           17 

/ 

h 

A,   B,  or  C 

€ 


llinull 

m 

aaon 

a 

<^ 

m 


Tl 


District 

Planning  Unit    Eagle 


Grand  Junction 


Date 


October  27,  1978 


050 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Umt 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #     2      Frame  #   12,  13,  28,  29 


Scenic  Quality  Rating    17 


B 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Evaluator(s) 

EB,  PG,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

2:00 

Weather 

clear 

Colorado  River 


1.  Feature;  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                        (only  central  character) 

flat,  wide  valley  bottom. 

uniform  and  continuous  pasture. 

cubical 

rounded  incised  hillsides 

massed  sagebrush 

Line 

horizontal  valley  bottom, 

horizontal,  curvilinear 

rectil inear 

vertical  walls,  curvilinear 

ridqetops 

Color 

qrays  and  brov/ns 

grayish-green  sage,  seasonal 

natural  earth  tones 

pastures,  willow,  cottonwood, 

evergreens 

Texture 

coarse  to  fine 

smooth,  brushy,  busny,  tutted 

scattered 

General  Narrative:   Flat,  wide  valley  bottom  bounded  by  steeply  rising  rounded  hillsides.  Pasture- 

land  dominates  the  valley  floor  with  intermixed  masses  of  saqe  and  herbaceous  species  predominatinq 

in  unmanaqed  areas.  The  west-facing  slopes  are  relatively  barren,  eroded,  and  incised  with  inter- 

mittent pmyon-jumper  cover  preseni:  along  the  ridqetops.  Juniper  and  sage  dominate  the  east- 

facing  slopes  and  willow  and  cottonwood  are  common  along  the  riverbed.  The  color  in  the  area  is 

subtle  and  somewhat  muted  but  the  influence  of  the  local  agrarian  activity  adds  favorably  to 

the  area's  overall  scenic  oualitv. 

Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(4)    3 

1 

pyramidal 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(4)    3 

1 

diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(o; 

4 

Color 

5 

...  ^'^^ 

1 

qood  contrasts 

5 

influence 

5 

'^  h 

0 

strong 

Scarcity 

D 

(2) 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

none 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 

Class  B  12-18 

Class  C  I  I  or  Less 

SQRU  Final  Rating 

051  A 


Subtotal 


,=  Total, 


19 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


c 


c 


in 

O 
rn 


> 


^ 


m 

I'liiKaM 

a 

«^ 

m 


"n 


District     Grand  Junction 
Planning  Unit    Eagle 


051 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  tf     3 ^Prame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   "~~  IQ  -  A 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 


15 


Date 

October  28,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB,  PG,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

3:30 

Weather 

sunnv 

Castle  Peak 


Landscape  Character: 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                           (only  central  character) 

qently  sloping  mountain 

banded  horizontally  for  most 

none 

communities,  some  diagonal 

banding  in  drainages 

Line 

horizontal,  curvilinear,  diagonal 

horizontal  and  uniform 

Color 

dark 

seasonal  variation  ot  aspen. 

gray-green  sage  and  oak. 

evergreen 

Texture 

smooth  and  jagged 

brushy,  bushy,  clumped,  tufted 

General  Narrative:  A  gently  sloping  mountainside  ranging  in  elevation  from  7000  to  9000  feet. 
Prominent,  very  jagged  rock  outcrops  are  visible  along  the  slopes  of  Castle  Peak.  The  vogetatiorT 
along  the  mountainside  changes  with  the  altitude.  Sage  predominates  on  the  lower  slopes  grading 
into  pinvon-iuniper  and  oak  brush,  and  ultJmateLy  into  aspen  and  fir  at  high  elevations- 
Panoramas  of  surrounding  mountains  add  greatly  to  the  overall  scenic  quality  of  the  rating  unit.~ 


Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

n 

3 
3 
•  Less 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or                          Scenic  wuali 
Explanation                           Classificatio 

1 

Landform 

5 

4)3 

1 

mixed  erosional   patterns 

2 

Vegetation 

■5 

(3) 

1 

altitudinal   variation    — -^  "     1^^ 

3 

Water 

5 

3(1) 

0 

not  predominant                ^lass  b       iz-i 

4 

Color 

5 

^ 

1 

seasonally  interesting  Class  C      Nor 

5 

Influence 

5 

^4)3 

0 

Sawatch  Mountains             SQRU        Fina 

Rating 

6 

Scarcity 

S 

(2) 

1 

distinctive                           n,/               \ 

/ 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(^ 

0 

-4 

none                                         052 

A 

Subtotal 

+           + 

=  Total           19                 =                            / 

fc 


o 

m 
z 

o 


District      Grand  Junction 
Planning  Unit   Eagle 


052 


Scenic  Qua1  ity  Rating  Llnit_ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §  4 ^Franie  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating      19  -  A 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


U_2_ 


Date 

October  29, 

1978 

Evaluate 

r{s) 

EB.  PG 

.  MR 

Time  of 

Day_ 

11:30 

Weather 

clear 

Alkali  Creek 


> 


m 


< 

m 

Am 

o 

XI 

o 


Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

qently  to  moderately  sloping 

massed,  patchy,  banded 

scattered  cubical 

[jfTsin;  rounded,  bowl -like; 

residences  and 

cupped 

assorted  buildings 

curvilinear,  irregular,  broken 


irregular,  broken' 


hard,  angular 


grays,  tans 

evergreens,  gray-green  sage. 

shiny,  bright 

rusty  willow,  seasonal  greens/ 

metall ic, 

golds 

v^ood  tones 

Texture 


smoothly  dissected  coarse 

coarse. 

brushy 

outcrops 

General  Narrative:  A  large  rolling  basin  v/hich  has  been  strongly  eroded  and  now  contains  a 

number  of  erosional  landforms  including  low,  benched  terraces,  truncated  mesas,  hogback  ridges, 
rounded  conical  hills,  and  sloping  mountainsides.  Banded  sedimentary  rock  outcrops  are  prominent 
along  many  of  the  sideslopes.  High  sloping  mountain  peaks  define  the  outermost  extremes  of  the  ~ 
unit.  The  vegetation  in  the  basin  grades  from  an  intermixed  juniper-sage-grassland  community  at 


the  lov/er  c ] eyations  to  an  oak-brush  area  at  the  middle  elevations  and  ultimately  to  a  community 
of  aspens  and  mixed  conifers  at  the  hioh  elevations   A  sratterpH  riparian  associatinn  nf  vnllnwq 
and  cottonv/oods  follows  the  watercourses.  Vistas  of  the  Sawatch  Range  add  to  the  already 
strong  scenic  quality  of  the  unit.  ,,  -?--=-,.= 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3@ 

1 

river  valley 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3® 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

@ 

0 

Piney  River 

4 

Color 

5 

(3) 

1 

seasonally  inter 

5 

Influence 

5 

(3^ 

0 

Piney  Ridge 

o 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

© 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(i) 

0 

-4 

none 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 


SQRU 
053 


Subtotal 


,=  Total 


16 


19-33 
12-18 
I  I  or  Less 


Fine 


Rating 


B 


/^ 


A,  B,  or  C 


t- 


Di strict  Grand  Junction 

PlanningTIrnt  Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  No.      3 

Film:  Roll  ^      5     Frame  jf 


053 


Scenic  Quality  Rating   "~7  ^6  -  B 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


"79" 
10 


Date 

Octobe 

r  29 

,1978 

Evaluate 

r(s). 

PR, 

PG. 

MR 

Time  of 

Day_ 

n 

:00 

Weather 

cl 

ear 

Piney  River 


< 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 
Form 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

steeply  slopino  "V"-shaped 

patrhy,  riirvi  1  in^ar  following 

cubical ,  ranch 

valley 

drainages 

houses 

Line 

strongly  diagonal 

undulating,  broken 

angular 

Color 

covered 

green,  seasonal  deciduous. 

bright,  metallic 

tan-green  pasture 

Texture 

rough 

brushy,  fine,  feathery  willov/. 

scattered 

coarse 

General  Narrative:   A  deep  river  valley  bisected  by  Piney  River.  Sagebrush,  pinyon  and 
juniper  dominate  the  lower  slopes  while  oakbrush  covers  the  middle  elevation  slopes  and 
aspen  groves  follow  the  higher  elevation  drainage  courses.  Cottonv/ood  and  willow  parallel 
Piney  River.  Views  of  Pinev  Ridge  increase  the  visual  interest  in  the  unit  as  to  vistas  of 

■DRflrhy-pecikLa- 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3(2) 

1 

comnion  to  the  ar 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3(2j 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(oj 

4 

Color 

5 

3(23 

1 

subtle 

5 

Influence 

5 

(3) 

0 

peaks 

o 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

10 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

none 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A      19-33 
.Class  B       12-18 
Class  C       i  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 

054  B 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


12 


Rating 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


# 


Grand  Junction 


District 
P1anning~Unit    Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 054 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  tf     3 ^Frame  # 34. 

Scenic  Quality  Rating      12  -  B 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

October 

29, 

1978 

Evaluator{s) 

EB, 

MR, 

PG 

Time  of  Day 

Weather 

clear 

Cabin  Gulch 


> 


-^ 


•ntua 

D 


O 


O 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

rounded,  slopinq 

massed,  banded 

none 

Line 


rolling,  undulating 

curvilinear,  angular  conifers 

Color 


pink 

evergreen,  gray-green 

Texture 


smooth,  dissected 

coarse,  bristly,  brushy  sage 

General  Narrative:   Deeply  eroded  slopes  above  the  Colorado  River.  Vegetation  on  lov/er  slopes 
is  dominated  by  intermixed  pinyon-juniper  and  sage  brush.  .  Oak  brush  prevails  on  middle  slopes 
while  firs  are  prevalent  on  the  crests.  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Area  enhances  the  scenic 


quality~oT  this  unit. 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

^.\ 

1 

alpine  peaks 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

6) 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3(2j 

0 

not  predominant 

4 

Color 

5 

3(2) 

1 

5 

Influence 

5 

(3) 

0 

Kina  &  Suaarloaf 

0 

Scarcity 

O 

2 

(0 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       II  or  Less 


Subtotal 


Total 


_LI. 


Rating 


n1/  ^j 

055 


/?\ 


A,   B,   or  C 


t 


o 

nt' 

z 

o 


c 

H 
m 

a 


m 

o 

Tl 

o 


District     Grand  Junction 
P1anning"~Unit      Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 055 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #  2  Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   "~"  17  -  D 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 


Date      October  27.  iq7r 
Evaluator(s)    ED,  PG.  MR 


19 


Time  of  Day        11:00 
Weather        clear 


Black  Mountain 


Landscape  Character: 

Form 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 

{only  central  character) 

round  to  jaqqed  peaks. 

massed  pinyon-.iuniper  and  saqe. 

very  sparse. 

incised  drainages 

bands  of  aspen,  strinqers  of 

cubical  buildings 

conifers  and  fir 

Line 

curvilinear,  jagged,  broken, 

rounded,  diaqonals,  irregular 

irregular 

Color 

covered 

evergreen,  seasonal  aspen. 

gray  sage 

Texture 

• 

smooth,  rouqh 

brushy,  bushy,  clumpy. 

tufted  saqe 

General 

Narrative:   Rounded  to  .iaqqed  peaks  ranqinq  from  7,000  to  10,000  feet.  Spruce-fir 

dominates  the  hiqh  ridqes  qradinq  into  as 

pen.  Pinyon-juniper  predomin^ate  on  lower  slopes  with 

saqebru 

sh  on  the  more  xeric  slopes.  Stri 

ngers  of  pinyon-juniper  are  found  in  drainages  of  the 

Ipwer  s 

lopes.  Tame  pasture  is  found  on  v 

alley  bottoms.  Cultural  modifications  do  not  detract 

from  th( 

?  scenery.  Suqarloaf  and  King  Mou 

ntains  slightly  add  to  the  visual  qu 

al ity  of  this  site, 
es  alonq  with  areas 

Several 

interestinq  buttes  and  low  conica 

1  hills  are  present  along  lower  slop 

of  expo 

5ed  vertically  oriented  rock  strat 

a  in  faulted  areas. 

Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


Landform 


Vegetation 
Water 


Color 


Influence 


Scarcity 


Cultural  Modification 


High 


:^ 


Subtotal 


Medium 


H 


@2 


Low 


M 


.  Rationale  or 
Explanation 
ditterential  erosion 
and  exposed  ctrata 


dominant 


rich  variation 


unique 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


railroad  track?,   pov/er 
■ i-^mes 


SQRU 

056 


=  Total. 


20 


19-33 
12-18 
I  I  or  Less 


Fina 


Rating 


A 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


« 


Grand  Junction 


Eagle 


District 

PlanninglJnTF 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Name  or  Mo. 

Film:  Roll  H  2 


056 


Scenic  Quality  Rating      20  -  A 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


14,  15,  16,  23, 
Frame  #  ?4.  25.  26.  27 
20 


Date      

Evaluator(s)    fb.  PG. 


October  27,   1978 


Time  of  Day        12:00 
Weather  clear 


Colorado  River  North 


Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 


river  valley  bounded  by  hills 
and  columnar,  blocky  cliffs 


2.  Feature:  Vegetation 


uniform  sage,  clumped  fir. 


scattered  pinyon-iuniper. 


concentrations  of  vnllow 


3.     Feature:     Structure 

(only  central   character) 


transmission  lines. 
town  of  nor by 


Line 


ho r i zontal .  curvilinear. 


diagonal .  vertical 


linear  willows,  curvilinear- 


rounded  sage  and  pinyon-iuniper. 


angular  firs 


O 
D3 


Color 


Texture 


"red,  green,  pink,  tan 


coarse  rock  outcrops, 
smooth  slopes 


green-evergreen,  gray  sage, 
"green,  yellow,  red  willow 


tufted  sage,  bushy,  brushy 
conifers,  feathery  will o\^ 


General  Narrative: 
broad  and  sloping 


River  bottom  v/hich  ranges  from  deeply  incised  steep  and  narrow  canyons  to 

sd  valleys.  Exposed,  vertically  oriented  bands  of  rock  strata  are  present 


roundec 


along  some  ridgetops.     Pinyon-juniper  communities  exist  along  both  the  north  and  southfacing  slopes 

TiTtermixed  with  masses  of  sagebrush.     Scattered  firs  occur  along  the  mesic  drainages  and  willows 

and  cottonwoods  are  found  along  the  river's  banks.     A  diversity  of  patterns  exist  in  the  river 

ranging  from  still   pools  to  heavily  riffled  areas  with  rapidly  flowing  white  water.     The  rich  mix 
rf"7^^H^?^;dTi;iulti-colorgd  rock  strata,  diverse  vegetetive  commjinii^^^  presence 

oTThTt^adTlTwiril^this  unit  a  strong  scenic~ "quality  despite  the  existenc^-^Teveral 


cultural   modifications   (power  lines,   road  cuts,,  dwellings). 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

I 

Landform 

5 

6) 

1 

mesa 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

(4)3 

1 

considerable  var 

3 

Water 

5 

3  (2: 

0 

k 

Color 

5 

(3) 

1 

good  blend 

5 

Influence 

5 

(4)3 

0 

alpine  ridaeline 

o 

Scarcity 

6 

&)1 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

positive 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 


SQRU 
057 


Subtotal 


,=  Total, 


21 


19-33 
12-18 


Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


Fine 


Rating 


A 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


• 


4 


• 


o 

nv 

o 


>«< 


a 


<^i> 


O 

-^ 

O 

P3 


District 
PlanningllhTT 


Grand  Junction 


Eagle 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 057 * 

*Name  or  No.      2  17,18,19,20,21,22 

Film:  Roll  #     5     Frame  # 5 

Scenic  Quality  Rating      21  -  A 

(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


Date      October  27,  1978 

Evaluator(s) 

EB.  PG,  MR 

Time  of  Day 

10:00 

Weather 

clear 

Derby  Mesa 

1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 
Form 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

flat,  undulatinq  mesa. 

deeolv 

rounded,  massed,  banded  along 

cubical  rpsidenr.PS 

incised  drainages 

drainages 

and  associated  ranch 

buildinqs 

Line 

curvilinear,  roll  inn 

linear  on  drainages,  flowinn. 

hard,  annular 

rounded 

Color 

dark  brown  soils  and  scattered 

qray-qreen  saqe,  tan-qreen 

qray  rock  outcrops 

pastures,  seasonally  varyinq 

cottonwoods,  green  spruce. 

fir,  pine 

Texture 

smooth  and  dissected 

smooth  grasses,  bushy  saqe. 

scattered 

bristly  conifers 

General  Narrative:    An  undu" 

ating  mesa 

ranging  from  7,000  to  9,500  feet 

.  The  area  has  a.! 

diversity  of  plant  communities 

ranging 

fr 

om  spruce-fir  to  sagebrush  and  pii 

lyon-juniper.  Patches 

of  aspen  are  on  the  more  mesic 

slopes  whi 

le  pinyon-juniper  dominate  the  more  xeric  areas.  Sajje- 

brush  is  found  nn  the  lower  noi 

f-thfacing 

5 

lopes.  Tame  pasture  predominates 

on  valley  floors  and 

flat  mesas.  Several  small  creeks  bisect  the  area  and  support  cottonwoods  and  willows.  Several 
<\\rt   roads  cros$  the  area,  but  do  not  detract  from  the  scenic  guality.  Agrarian  activities  and 
the  influence  of  Blue  Hill.  Black  Mountain  and  Suqarloaf  MQunta1t{~"enhance  this  area's  visual 
strength. 


Score  (Circle  Appi 

-opriate  L 

evel) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3(f2l 

1 

rounded  mountains 

rnmrriQ 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3  (g) 

1 

not  diverse 

3 

Water 

5 

3(2) 

0 

not  dominant 

4 

Color 

5 

3(h 

1 

muted 

5 

Influence 

5 

(3) 

0 

Red  &  White  Mtns. 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(0 

rnnmnn 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2) 

0 

-4 

none 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 

Class  A  19-33 
Class  B  12-18 
Class  C       I  I  or  Less 


SQRU        Fina 


058 


Subtotal 


+ 


=  Total, 


14 


V' 


Rating 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


"^ 


Grand  Junction 


i[iinriil 
Vn«>iat 

> 

ttmmaa 

Essemu 


Tj 

m 

a 

z 
m 

H 
O 
73 


Eagle 


058 


District 

Planning  Unit_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #  3    Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating   ~   14  "_  b 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


31,  32,  33 


Date 

0( 

:tober 

29, 

1978 

Evaluate 

)r(s)_ 

ER, 

MR, 

PG 

Time  of 

Day 

9:45 

Weather 

clear 

Rock 

Creek 

Form 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

rounded,  sloping 

massed,  banded 

1 inear  fences  and 

telephone  lines 

Line 


rolling,  undulating 


Color 


Texture 


curvilinear,  angular 


covered 

evergreen,  gray-green,  seasonal 

golds/greens 

smooth,  dissected 

coarse,  bristly  evergreens. 

fine  textured  aspen. 

brushy  sage 

P3 


Genera 

1  Narrative 
of  low,  ro^ 

:   This  roll ing  creek 

valley 

is 

deeply  incised  by  drainages  and  contains  a 

number 

ling  hillsides  and  a  1 

ong,  low, 

flat  bench  al 

ong  Rock  Creek.  Sage  and  grasses 

domina 

te  the  lower  slopes  while  pinyon-juniper 

communities  are 

prevalent 

at  the  upper  elevations. 

At  the 

upper  end  of  Red  Uirt  Creek  aspen  and  mixed  conifers  are 

:  dominant 

Pastureland  is  present 

along 

the  benched 

area  paralleling  Rock 

Creek. 

A 

vista  of  Red 

and  White 

Mountain  strengthens  the 

scemc 

gual ity  of 

the  unit. 

Score  (Circi 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

I 

Landform 

5 

^'K 

1 

sloping  mesa, 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3   (2j 

1 

liiuuii  Ld  1  M  LU 

little  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

(0) 

4 

Color 

5 

3    (2) 

1 

subtle 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

(0) 

enclosed 

O 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

(0 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

fl)    0 

-4 

ranch 

Subtotal 


+ 


=  Total, 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 

059 


19-33 
12-18 


or  Less 


Fina 


Rating 


/N 


A,  B,  or  C 


c 


.-* 


District     Grand  Junction 
P1anning~nnit     Eagle 


059 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 

*Nanie  or  No. 

Film:     Roll   #        3^ ^Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  9 -   "c 


28 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date     October 

29, 

1970 

Evaluator(s) 

EB 

.  PG. 

MR 

Time  of  Day 

10 

45 

Weather 

clear 

Congor  Mesa 


1 

Form 

.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

rounded,  sloping,  undulating 

banded,  irregular 

cubical  ranch 

buildings 

Line 

rollinq,  diaqonal 

diaqonal 

hard,  angular 

- 

Color 

tan 

evergreen,  gray-green. 

bright,  natural 

seasonal  deciduous 

earth  tones. 

shiney  metallic 

Texture 

smooth  with  rouqii  outcroppinqs 

brushy,  coarse 

scattered 

General  Narrative:   Gently  sloping  hillside  bisected  by  several  drainages.  Hillsides  bordering  the 
low  drainages  are "aominated  by  sage  and  plnyon-juniper.  The  lower  slopes  are  dominated  by  sage 
and  scattered  pinyon-juniper.  Oak  brush  dominates  the  middle  slopes  with  fir  and  small  patches 
of  aspen  comprising  the  vegetation  of  the  crests  and  upper  slopes.  No  adjacent  scenery  influences 
this  site. ; 


Score  (Circl 

e  Appropriate  Level) 

High 

Mediunn 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

(3) 

1 

Steep  walled  val 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3& 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

',. 

0 

prominent 

4 

Color 

5 

3(2; 

1 

muted 

5 

Influence 

5 

3 

cq) 

Scarcity 

6 

2 

0) 

common 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(IJO 

-4 

Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 
060 


Subtotal 


=  Total. 


12 


19-33 
12-18 
1  I  or  Less 


Fina 


Rating 


B 


A\ 


A,  B,  or  C 


Grand  Junction 


F.anle 


060 


District 

Planning  Unit 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 
*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #__5 Frame  # 

Scenic  Quality  Rating    "    12  -  P 
(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 

Landscape  Character: 


7,  8 


Date       Moveniber  2, 

1970 

Evaluator(s)   EM,  PG 

Time  of  Day   9:45  a.m. 

Weather      sunny 

Eqeria  Creek 


EttBOrl 

< 

m 

mam 

D 


Form 


Line 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

V-shaped  valley 

patchy 

diaqonal,  horizontal 

irreqular,  broken 

m 


Color 


light   brov.'n 


evergreens  and  grayish-green 


sage 


o 


o 

33 


Texture 


smooth 

brushy 

General  Narrative:   This  unit  is  characterized  by  a  narrov/  steep-walled  valley  bisected  by^ 
Egeria  Creek.  The  valley's  sideslopes  are  deeply  incised  by  drainages  and  groundcover  in  the 
area  is  sparse,  compp^ed  primarily  of  scattered  pinyon-juniper  associations,  sagebrush  and  mixed 
herbaceoiTs  species./  Large  portions  of  the  umt  are  barrelu  Intrusions  in  the  area  include  tracks 


pf  ,the  Denver  and  Aio  Grande  Railroad  as  well  as  dirt  roads  and  .jeep  trails,  but  their  overall 
impact  on  the  scenjic  quality  of  this  landscape  is  minimal.  The  visual  interest  of  the  jrating 
imit  stems  primarily  from  the  steepness  of  the  valley  walls  and  tlie  presence  or  Lgeria  Creek. 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

/Viediuin 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

i 

Landform 

5 

(3) 

1 

rounded  mountain 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

3^ 

1 

lov;  diversity 

3 

Water 

5 

3 

^0) 

4 

Color 

5 

.  /^^ 

1 

seasonally  rich 

5 

Influence 

5 

(4j   3, 

0 

Flattop  liilderne 

o 

Scarcity 

O 

(2) 

1 

no 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

(2^ 

0 

-4 

none 

Subtotal 


+ 


.=  Total 


J^ 


Scenic  Quality 
Classification 


Class  A 
Class  B 
Class  C 


SQRU 
061 


19-33 
12-18 
1  1  or  Less 


Fina 


M' 


Rating 


/N 


or 


c 


District 


m 
D 


z 

< 


JJ 


O 


Grand  Junction 
Eaqle 


Planning  Unit 

Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit 061_ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  §  3     Frame  § 

Scenic  Quality  Rating       16 


30 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date 

October  29. 

1978 

Evaluate 

r(s)_ 

FR,  pn 

MR 

Time  of 

Day 

9:30 

Weather 

clear 

King  Creek 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water        2.  Feature:  Vegetation        3.  Feature:  Structure 
Form                                                             (only  central  character) 

rolling,  undulating,  rounded 

banded  and  massed 

none 

- 

Line 

curvil inear 

curvilinear,  diagonal 

Color 

covered 

green,  seasonal,  deciduous 

Texture 

smooth 

coarse  conifer,  fine  aspen 

General  Narrative:    Rounded  mountain  slopes  with  a  continuous  vegetative  cover  ranging  from 
spruce-fir  associations  and  aspen  groves  at  the  higher  elevations  and  sage-grassland  communities 

along  the  lower  slopes.  A  view  of  the  Flattop  Wilderness  Area  enhances  the  overafrVisuaT 

experience  in  the  unit. 


Score  (Circle  Appropriate  Level) 


High 

Medium 

Low 

Rationale  or 
Explanation 

1 

Landform 

5 

3@ 

1 

valley 

2 

Vegetation 

5 

0V 

1 

3 

Water 

5 

3(2) 

0 

4 

Color 

5 

6) 

1 

5 

Influence 

5 

(4)3 

0 

Sav.atch  Mtns. 

6 

Scarcity 

6 

(2) 

1 

7 

Cultural  Modification 

2 

(0) 

-4 

residences 

Subtotal 


=  Total. 


16 


Scenic 
Classi 

Quality 
fication 

Class  A 

19-33 

Class  B 

12-18 

Class  C 

1  1  or  Less 

SQRU 

052 

Fina 
\ 

Rating 

/ 

/ 

^ 

A,   B,  ( 

3r  C 

• 


o 


District 
Planninglinit" 


Grand  Junction 


Ranle 


062 


Scenic  Quality  Rating  Unit_ 

*Name  or  No. 

Film:  Roll  #    ^  4    Frame  #_ 

Scenic  Quality  Rating 16 


(see  reverse  side  for  rating  scores) 
Landscape  Character: 


Date      October  29.  1978 
Evaluator(s)    EP,  Pn,  MR 


Time  of  Day   i ; 30 
Weather dear 


East  Lake  Creek 


2 
m 

D 

IMBIW 

m 

H 


"""^^ 


30 


Form 


Line 


Color 


1.  Feature:  Landform/Water 

2.  Feature:  Vegetation 

3.  Feature:  Structure 

(only  central  character) 

rounded 

banded  aspen,  massed  conifers 

cubical  residences, 

qeonietric 

rollinq,  undulating,  diagonal 

diagonal,  curvilinear 

angular,  horizontal , 

verticle,  diagonal 

grays  and  tans 

evergreen,  seasonal  green/gold. 

wood  tones 

gray-green  sage 

Texture 


smoothly,  eroded,  rough 

coarse  conifers,  fine  aspen, 

scattered 

outcrops 

brushy  sage,  smooth  pasture 

General  Narrative:    Rounded  valleys  bounded  by  low  rollinq  hills.  Aspen  is  found  on  ridge tops 
and  in  mesic  drainages.  Communities  grade  from  oak  brush  to  sagebrush  as  elevation  decreases.  ~ 
Pastures  are  found  in  many  spots  along  the  valley  floor  and  East  Lake  Creek  supports  a  riparian 
rommimitv  of  asnen.  cottonwood  and  willow.  Residential  development  in  the  valley  floor  detracts 
from  the  scenic  quality  but  Sav/atch  Range  enhances  the  visual  experience. 


V 


EA 


\i     Name  or  Type  of   Cullurul   Modification 


GRAVEL   PIT 


009 


2.  Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.  M.   Coordinates. 

3.  Unit  Resource  Analysis  111-  Data: 


1 

12        2       2        3 

3 

3 

0 

3 

1 

A 

5       5       5       6        7 

8 

1 

0     0       9       M       E 

L 

1.  District 

2.  Planning  Unit 

3.  Scenic  Quality 
.     Rating  Unit 

k%     Type 
5.     Number 


FILH:    Roll    II      3 


6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 


Frame   H 


Time   of   day  4    p.l]1.      Weattier       SUnpy 


Evaluator 


PG 


2 
3 


land  and/or  water 

vegetation 

structure 


Feoture  Contrast  Score 

((,)  L    -     Indicates  tlie  contrast  con  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabintatlon  Potential 
'^     M    -     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 

yS]     H    -      Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
M    -      Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
controst. 
L    -     Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


A. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quolity  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quolity 

OS  Is  reflected  in  Its  rating  In  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  ^i).— — — — — 

Mining  operati 


tions  have  disrupted  .thfi^lajadform  rtnrl  yenptritinn  in  thp  ftrpfl. 
imnq  operations  continue,  the  probability  is  ]ow  that  any 


"Ks  long  as  m 
improvements  can  be  made.  Once  the  extractive  operations  cease. 


it  is  fairly  certain  that  the  land  can  be  rehabilitated  through  re-contouring 
and  reveget'ation  of  the  land.. ._ _„       — — 


FIELD  FORM  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 

AND- FEATURE  CONTRAST.SGORE- 


V 


►  EAPnl.E      •  •  • 

I  lutne  or  Type  of  Cultjral   Modification 


#  •  C 

Eagle  Lumbe.     liH      Oil 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.   T.   M.   Coordinates 


3.     Unit  Resource  Analysis  ill  Data: 


1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

0 

■3 

4 

^ 

5        5 

5        6 

7 

8 

3 

0 

1 

1       M 

M 

L 

2. 
3. 


5. 


District 
Planning  Unit 
Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit 
Type 
Number 


FILM:     Roll 
Time  of  day_ 
Evaluator 


6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 

Frame  K   no  picture 


8:30   Weather  clear 


EB 


Iz 


W. 


2 
3 


land  and/or  water 

vegetation 

structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(£)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitation  Potential 
Xf)    W~^     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 

(B)    H    -     Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
■    M   -     Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 
L    -     Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 
as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  in  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  A). 

Road  cuts  and  stacked  lumber  along  with  ugly  structures  are  located  above  the  mam 

valley  floor  and  are  obvious  visual   distractions.^ 


FIELD  FORWI  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


2. 
3. 


Er'E 

iurne  or  Type  of  Cultural  Modification 


Trailer  Park 


012 


Legal  Description  and/or  U.  T.   M.   Coordinates 


Unit  Resource  Analysis  111  Data: 


1 

12        2       2        3 

3        3 

0 

3         9 

^ 

5        5        5        6        7 

8 

3 

0        1         2        H       E 

H 

1.      District 

6.     Feature  Contrast 

2.  Planning  Unit 

3.  Scenic   Quality 

Rating  Unit 
k.     Type 
5.     Number 

• 

Score 

7.  Potential   for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 

FILM:     Roll   H    3 

Fr 

We 
PG 

ame  #       26 

Time  of  day    12:30 
Evaluator 

ather       clear 

TzPe 
It) 


-     land  and/or  water 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -     structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(^)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked, 

Rehabilitation  Potential 
(iT)    M   -     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 

(B5    H    -     Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
■    M    -     Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 
L    -     Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 

Qs  is  reflected  in  its  rating  In  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  A). 

Bright  metallic  colors  and  hard  rectilinear  lines  create  a  strong  visual 

intrusion.     Elimination  of  the  trailer  park  should  be  pursued. „ 


FIELD  FORWI  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE^CONTRAST  SCORE 


•  €  •  • 

E/     -E 
I  lame  or   Type  of   Cultural   Modification 


Gravel   Pit 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.  T.   ^A.   Coordinates 


3.     Unit  Resource  Analysis  III  Data: 


1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

1 

0 

3 

9 

k 

5 

5 

5 

6 

7 

8 

3 

0 

1 

3 

L 

M 

L 

1.  District 

2.  Planning  Unit 

3.  Scenic  Quality 

Rating  Unit 
k.      Type 
5.     Nunnber 


6.  Feature  Contrast 

Score 

7.  Potential   for 

Rehabilitation 

8.  Potential  for 

Success 


FILM:  Roll  il_2 

Time  of  day_ 

Evaluator 


Frame  §_ 
Weather" 


24 


FiL 


013 


w 


•     land  and/or  water 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -     structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(^)  L    J     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitotion  Potential 
Xn    M   -     modification 
E    -     elimination 

Potential  for  Success 

];B)    H    -     Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
•    M    -     Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 
L    -     Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 

made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


A.      Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 
as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  In  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  A), 
fie  t  a  Hie  structures  and  strong  vertical   lines  create  visual   contrast  and 

detract  from  scenic  quality. 


rlELD  FORWI  FOR  MODIFICATION  INVEMTORY 
AIMD  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE 


« 


EA'bLE 


.     I  lame  or  Type  of  Cultural  Modification 


Hillside  Cut  Along  Railroad  Tracks      OH 


2.     Legal  Description  and/or  U.  T.   M.   Coordinates 


3.     Unit  Resource  Analysis  III  Data? 


1 

12        2       2        3        3        3 

0        5        6 

A 

5        5        5        6        7.       8 

1 

0         14         MM         L 

1.      District 

6.     Feature  Contrast 

2.  Planning  Unit 

3.  Scenic  Quality 

Rating  Unit 
k.     Type 
5 .     Number 

Score 
7.     Potential  for 

Rehabilitation 
a.     Potential  for 

Success 

• 

FILM:     Roll    //  2 
Time  of  day    1 :0n 
Evaluator           PG 

Frame  H       2fi 
Weather         clear 

tT 


-     land  and/or  water 

2  -     vegetation 

3  -     structure 


Feature  Contrast  Score 

(^)  L    -     Indicates  the  contrast  can  be  seen, 
but  does  not  attract  attention. 

M    -     The  contrast  begins  to  dominate. 

H    -     Demand  attention,   will  not  be  overlooked. 

Rehabilitation  Potential 

I7T 


M   - 
E    - 


modification 
elimination 


Potential  for  Success 

m 


H    - 

M   - 


Fairly  certain  contract  can  be  satis- 
factorily reduced  to  meet  low  contrast. 
Difficult  to  accurately  evaluate  success, 
but  chances  look  promising  to  meet  low 
contrast. 

Probability  is  low  that  a  change  will  be 
made,  or  success  would  be  limited  to  meet 
low  contrast. 


Effect  on  Scenic  Quality  (Describe  how  cultural  modification  enhances  or  detracts  from  scenic  quality 

as  is  reflected  in  its  rating  In  key  factor  chart  (Illustration  ^). 

Vegetation  has  been  removed  and  irregular  rock  outcrops  have  been  eliminated.     Adiacency 
to  dense  vegetation  makes   it  highly  visible.     Due'to  the  steepness  of  the  cut. 


the  odds  for  successful    revegetation  are  slim. 


-lELD  FORM  FOR  l\/iODIFICATION  INVENTORY 
AND  FEATURE  CONTRAST  SCORE  


Visual  Sensitivitt  -  User  Attitudes 
overview 

A  visual  sensitivity  workshop  was  held  at  the  McDonald  Building  in  Eagle, 
Colorado  at  7:00  PJI.  on  November  14.  Of  the  18  invited  representatives,  11 
attended  and  participated.  A  list  of  those  invited  and/or  attending  is 
shown  in  Table  2, 

Mr.  Al  VJright,  Area  Manager,  opened  the  workshop  with  an  overview  of  the 
planning  effort  now  in  progress  by  the  Area  Office  and  the  relationship  of 
this  workshop  to  that  effort.  The  remainder  of  the  workshop  was  conducted  by 
Wirth  Associates. 

All  of  the  eleven  workshop  data  sheets  submitted  were  considered  valid  and 
used  in  the  analyses. 

Of  the  26  rating  units,  5  rated  high,  21  rated  moderate  and  none  rated  low 
after  analysis  and  tabulation  of  the  workshop  results. 

The  highs  were  for  West  Vail  (#2),  Red  Canyon  (#8),  Piney  River  Basin  (#10), 
Glenwood  Canyon  (#15)  and  the  Colorado  River  Valley  (#19).  With  the  exception 
of  West  Vail,  all  are  scenic  canyons  or  valleys  in  which  water  plays  an 
important  or  dominant  role.  All  areas  rating  high  are  well  known  locally 
and  with  the  exception  of  the  Piney  River  occur  along  major  traveled  routes. 

All  other  areas  rated  moderate  and  could  very  generally  be  typified  as 
either  intermittently  developed  travel  corridors  or  back  country  areas  of 
variable  scenic  quality  but  generally  of  a  rolling,  hilly  character. 
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TABLE  8 
INDIVIDUALS  CONTACTED  AND/OR  ATTENDING  THE  EAGLE  WORKSHOP 


Orris  Albertson 

Rancher 

(attended) 

John  Bare 

Public  Service  Company 

of  Colorado 
(attended) 

Harold  Bellum 
Mayor  of  Minturn 
(did  not  attend) 

Eldon  Bindley 
Mayor  of  Gypsum 
(did  not  attend) 

Douglas  Bowman 
Mid-Continent  Coal  & 

Coke  Company 
(absentee  participant) 

Larry  Brenway 

A.P.E.S. 

(did  not  attend) 

Walt  Fox 

Holy  Cross  Four  Wheelers 

(did  not  attend) 

Bert  Gage 

7W  Guest  Ranch 

(did  not  attend) 

Dave  Grounds 

Colorado  Division  of  Highways 

(attended) 

Leonard  Horn 

Cattlemen's  Associations 
(attended) 

Dean  Kerkling 
Vail  Associates 
(attended) 


Terrell  Knight 

Eagle  County  Planning 

(attended) 

Ernie  Nunn 

U.So  Forest  Service 

(attended) 


Don  Price 

Eagle  County  Planning 

(attended) 

Rodney  Slifer 
Mayor  of  Vail 
(did  not  attend) 

Marvin  Smith 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

(attended) 


Ko  D.  Thompson 
Mayor  of  Eagle 
(did  not  attend) 

Larry  Warren 

U.S.  Forest  Service 

(attended,  did  not  participate) 

Cheryl  Wehmanen 

C.F.&  I.  Steel  Corporation 

(attended) 

Dan  Williams 

Eagle  County  Commissioner 

(did  not  attend) 
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Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 
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Rating  Units 


Desired 
Mgmt,  Class 


Workshop  Rating 

Unit:  ^  \0  ^ 

Pm£a.  |2.iuey  "^ 

Sceni«AQuality 
Rating  Unit(s): 


to  t-* 

UJ  3; 


HP 


o 
to 

o 


I 


LP 


R 


Ul<^H- 


K 


Final  Rating; 

Rationale:  [cojx-cS^-t,  >^.    4 


<~) 


iJcVYt 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


^"0       a--^_ 


C5'X-t,£-V-  l-'--i-A.'-l' .^  'V.VvJL 


1 


X^n  Vv    u)— -v^-^^X*^   f-<r/\.^.t  '^  ;:- /"  w  c.-  Q 


'       ^  '  '       ^   u         ^ 


*   en  =   High  Ratings;      U  =   Moderate  Ratings;     IH  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
'***  Relacive  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro?ld5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail  Spur^L . 

Vegetation/Structures'"! 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectors/Repe^tors 

Substations 

Structures 
Residenttcil 


Landform-'2 

Dams/wat^r  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  He^rvest 

Un*;!  Treeitment  (gre^zing, 

citatning,  herbidding,  etc.) 


Veqetatton/Structures-2 
Sl<,i  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


# 


PLANNING  UNIT  Eit^ 
Rating  Units 


Desired 
Mgmt,  Class 


Workshop  RatincL^  ,, 
Unit:    ^  l\ 

Stenic  Quality   "^  ^"^ 
Rating  Unit(s): 


CD 


_j  — 
< 
>•  • 

Ci 
UJ  Ul 

<c 

CJ 

to 
o 

<  o 
—i  -.J 


HP 


MP 


^ 
^ 


LP 


R 


f\ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY^ 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


LF-2  . 
(LOW) 


LF/V 
(MED.) 


Final  Rating:  ^AcAyG^t^^ 

Rationale;       ^^''^■■\?(:-<\'^J</    a~  r^-ic      <■■'--  ^^-^-j^x:  '  h-.I'i 


f 


i'  [  I    W.jc:Ls>._  ycx'Xy^         Q-XL^xO-l*^^  T^^   >(>-e.^.Q-^-A^ 


_i:iX-£ 


i 


(  J 


-2-£i 


^-c.^.J-f^vX 


~\<-^        Ag'' ''ryg-^Ttc'r-.'   ^.-o^cjcr-y...,,,!  ,.T"> 


Xl^ 


*   n  =   High  Ratings;      111  =   Moderate  Ratings;      ill  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  Include  the  following  generic  types; 


J 


Landforrii-l 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations 

Landform/Vegetation 

Roq\d5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail  Spurs . 

Vegetation/Structures-l 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectora/Repeatops 

Substations 

Structures 

Residential 


Landform-^2 

Dams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Un.<;l  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
SRi  Area  pevelopment/Resort 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT  fcu.^L.^ 
Rating  Units 


Workshop  Rating 
Unit:   ^ 


Eei  U\ll 


IZ 


en 


Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit(s): 


00  I 

uj : 
—I  • 


Desired 
Mgmt,  Class 


LU  UJ 

<  — 

O 

CO 

Q 


HP 


MP 


z 


LP 


Final  Rating;'       KongjZ.AT 
Rationale:     '^sfcw'-,  ^L    <>'-.e. 


K 


cr 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 

(HIGH)*** 

-, 


LF-2 
(LOW) 


\ 


y\ 


I  rm  i^ti*  I  ><  w^^-w^ 


LF/y 

(MED.) 


H 


V 
(MED.) 


|A 


V/ST-1 
(HIGH) 


j-.'v 


V/ST-2 
(MED.) 


/  \' 


ST 

(MED,) 


(i--!,-^ 


-^-/- r     w^ilv- /         Vvv-cx-^i  t.,-V- rCxiL. '  ■      ■  6U:.  /^ - '■-,"., f -, 


A'-.Q  A  '-<•  ri  ''.^-Xl        .        T^g-e^L-<%^         T-g^ 


c\,c.:^~^        \>..A       '^X^'^--^^-       tkii-^>^A<-j'iA^....  A    \.  ;-)         lV-<:.-'(.i£tA.'^v,..0      yx^Ai^oio^  /3a^^'- • 


□ 


High  Ratings; 


=   Moderate  Ratings;      iiii  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  niodification  category. 


• 


Categories  of  visual  change  tnclLide  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro^d5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail  Spuri   - 

Vegetation/Structures**! 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectors/Repe^tors 

Substations 

Structures 
Residential 


Landform-'Z 

Dams/water,  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Und  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
Ski  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


# 


PLANNING  UNIT  ^KjqlLE^ 
Rating  Units 


Desired 
Mgmt.  Class 


Workshop  Rating 

Unit:     '^\'\ 

Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit(s): 


=3 


UJ  UJ 

o 

D 


HP 


2=  3 

<o 


MP 


LP 


V 


Final  Rating;  _jyj;;AjLjAvLL 


lA 


Rationale: 


'')Vt^..C_   ^A 


J-C -^P  ■  ^ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 

V      . 
(MED.) 


LF-2 
(LOW) 


LF/V' 
(MED.) 


V/ST-1 
(HIGH) 


V/ST-2 
(MED.) 


ST 

(MED..) 


.J  I  .>.v>lu;' 


V 


4r>  <- 


O  r"   A 


J2A. 


',>    ii 


,)         <^.>Cf. 


^.l. 


l^^[£~IZSiiZZ^^ 


^..p,-y<^"a"^  is 


.<  ^> )       .^ 0.  ,,.^141:^ ■'- A- .  j      cc^U^       4o      y r. o  nT 


>^  r  o.,,*-  ---i^ ii 


>.  r 


>x 


c.^   K-( 


^ 


-^'■v'n')r:. 


a.. 


iAj  ,\.iT>f\  " 


i 


:iK..\^  ,    ■  A'^.^M.' 


^ 


-1 .  > .  .c 


C)    .rV  A  -^ 


^J^A  c    n    AkX^,_ 


^/    <:r>^-^" 


3 


W        <^7l,  M'i         \M< V  r  -r  UA.<^-r£l 


D 


(  I 


-^ 


C<-V\^C  C      ■  -1  A.. 


□ 


High  Ratings; 


=   Moderate  Ratings;      ipii  =   Low  Ratings 
**  Sea  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category, 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


categories  of  visual  change  Include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spuri 

Vegetation/Structures"! 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectors/Repe^tors 

Substations 

Structures 

Residential 


Landform-'2 

Dams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  He^rvest 

Un<;i  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herblciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
Ski  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


^ 


it- 


PUNNIHG  UNIT 


efcj^LE. 


Rating  Units 


Desired 
Mgmt,  Class 


Workshop  Rating 
Unit: 


14- 


Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit{s): 


=3 
< 


UJ  LU 

CI-  sr 

<c  — 
o 

o 


HP 


MP 


4 


LP 


Final  Rating:   /j/<^  h^ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


c-i-C.  V^CIi.S   ~tl<? 


JO<)<x-\-  o- 


Rationaie;^  '  ^S-<2S  i^o^r^go 


•:  .K-^ 


c 


— j_  r— — 1 


ti^A   ri^.rica..'   ^^kP^-"-^' 


AtO'  -  -^   n)q,4 


^ 


,vr,f,..,^-^  A.  ^- 


^ 


^■l X>Prn,/..i<?    ji-^   ■KA^^^,,,:fe;:^   ^y 


'Vg-    P/vi^i,^-,  .^  phre,        PAf.(.r-«-<^^'^ 


'Ac.<.-p  t..^-(^j3.-.-v  g   7'^ 


T 


*   (ZH  =   High  Ratings;      111  ='  Moderate  Ratings;      ilB  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  foUov/ing  generic  types; 


> 


Landform-1 


Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro?id5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail  Spuri . 

Vegetat1on/Structures»>l 

Power  Lines 
Tramways 

Reflectora/Repe^tors 
Substations 

Structures 
Residential 


Landform-2 


Pams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Und  Treatment  (grazing, 

chatning,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
Ski  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


# 


PLANNING  UNIT 


^^6^UB. 


Rating  Units 

Desired 
Mgmt,  Class 

Workshop  Rating^.*- 
Unit:       \^ 

P 

z 

Scenic  Quality    = 

HP 

4 

Rating  Unit(s):   <  , 

UJ  UJ 

CI-  x: 

MP 

1 

J\NDSD 
.OW 

LP 

z 

R 

Final  Rating: 
Rationale: 


iii^ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


i.Q.   .  ..1-vc.fe'  (^:A. 


,<  <i  .Al.,(^'- 


J:^ 


a  ;-. 


r 


C^-yK.CC       I,.  V 


i 


/-^■^y^ 


CX.<~ei,  ft jtg.'S    V^         J^>-^^~,  W  - 


'■^W         ^--^<^ 


X-^-\ 


-^<a-<-vLA_  r 


-J..A  r-. -^  <^  o 


rife: 


/xt.KX-^ jr 


V  '-^:  .<'^^  ^'  ) 


*   CD  =   High  Ratings; 


=   Moderate  Ratings;      ilMi  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
*^-  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  ruodification  category. 


(» 


• 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro?id5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail  Spurs   . 

Vegetation/Structures'*! 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectors/Repeatops 

Substations 

Structures 
Residential 


Landform-'2 

Pams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Und  Treatment  {grazing, 

cKatning,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/^Structures-2 
SKi  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


t 


• 


PLANNING  UNIT  ^tJzn\J^ 
Rating  Units 


Workshop  Rating 
Unit:  ^ 

Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit(s): 


3: 

00  t— < 

J 


Desired 
Hgmt.  Class 


HP 


< 

a 

UJ  LU 

D-  sr 

<  — 
o 
t/1 
o 


I 


MP 


LP 


R 


Final  Rating;   Kongf^-^rfg 
Rationale:  ' y^ w^   .^,.ogaL  XA 


7Ta 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


O- 


\J^-<^y<y\f  /  A  e>-">>-^^   A  >^v>3l&-     A    ./-<-<J<  It, 


■^.(L 


(A^t-^t->C-,V  C 


/ft^^.qa...A   (..o^.Q    /\<r-^:t4)   \<,-r(Vi:- i^n-Jn,  . 


rti^vj:^' 


□  = 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings;      ill  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category^ 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spurs 

Vegetat1on/Structures«>l^ 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectors/Repeatops 

Substations 

Structures 

Residential 


Landform-2 


Dams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Und  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbidding,  etc.) 


VegetatlQn/Structures-2 
SKI  Area  peyelopment/Resort 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  PATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT  P^^LB; 

Rating  Units 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit: 


^\A^<iu 


Scenic  Quality 
Rating  Unit(s): 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


Final   Rating: 


Rationale:      X^-^'L^j^'    \UfV\.c^cc?  |,^i.,.:l-    CAa.-iA. 

"  " ~  r   r   1  f  _  I   -'  I        J 


^       t^.^^VA  Vc'Ax.. 


^v^-'V-^-" 


)  fl,^^C    (lov^.':X--:-"t>..^^lv.   yvm::Aa  ro'JC.V  .  "T^ 


*   Q  =   High  Ratings;      [Hi  =   Moderate  Ratings;      HI  =■   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category, 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


Ccitegories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations 

Landform/ Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail  Spurs 

Vegetation/StructureS"! 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectops/Repe^tors 

Substations 

Structures 

Residenti£\l 


Landform-'2 


Pams/wat^r  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  He^rvest 

Und  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetatton/Structures-2 
SM  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


• 


t 


• 


* 


PLANNING  UNIT 


Desired 
Rating  Units         Mgmt,  Class 

Workshop  Rating  ^,    .^ 
Unit:      ^  lO 

P 

I 

Scenic  Quality    3 

HP 

2, 

,  Rating  Unit(s):   < 

c 

UJ  LU 

MP 

\ 

.ANDSCi 
.OW 

LP 

Z 

R 

— 

Final  Rating:'        |vAopg/^Tg 
Rationale;       |\  1x1^,  -  V- .     '■''^ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


^  '  "        


i. 


t>.>-     >t- 


\A.  r  -t  ..,.,-..j(  k-.r  ^r         i  "  J    '   C  "-^  O- 


r: J- 


.vL 


^-^^c 


ia4 


o 


C      C.---  Pc 


3 


?..(.. \\\ 


3EI£ 


r.  .  0 


•fUx-:^       (.■-,,--(• 


1^-'"  ,--1^-1,^ 


±i 


-    ^^'^ 
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*   f  I  =   High  Ratings;      iii  =   Moderate  Ratings;     iii  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  tyjaes  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***   Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


(B 


Ccitegon'es  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro^d5 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spur^  .   . 
Vegetation/StructureS"! 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectors/Repeators 

Substations 

Structures 
Residential 


Landform-'2 

Dams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Und  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


VegetatiQn/Structures-2 
SM  Area  Development/Resort 


• 


* 


€ 


• 


PLANNING  UNIT_^^*^U^ 
Rating  Units    ■   ■ 


Desired 
Mgmt.  Class 


Workshop  Rating 

Unit:    #1^  ^ 


Rating  Unit(s): 


Scenic  Quality    =_ 

< 

Ul  LU 

< 

U 
LO 

2:  3: 

<  o 


HP 


MP 


I 


LP 


Final  Rating: 
Rationale: 


Ui^<^-^\ 


"^ 


1^"^.  iV'<-  v^' 


L£S. 


. A„  ^.t; 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


rt 


:!?  C  Cc^J_--nj 


-^ 


^^--'-,'. liJiL-^-X-v-.\.   .^  ■/go"  <---^  (^^ 


■  /^)    il.a^..-^-/  a^...^:^^^       (»/    g.  <  >^^     X<ii:-^t:y 


^ 


^■j^  .  .^A..,. 


JL. 
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wu 


*   r  I  =   High  Ratings;      fBi|  =   Moderate  Ratings;     HI  =   Low  Ratings 
**  See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
***  Relative  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


(9 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types: 


Landform-l 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 

Rail  Spuri . 

Vegetatlon/Structures"! 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectora/Repeators 

Substations 

Structures 
Residential 


Landform-'Z 

Dams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

Und  Treatment  (grazing, 

chaining,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Vegetation/Structures-2 
SM  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


i 


# 


PLANNING  UNIT  &^^  L.^ 

Desired 
Rating  Units         Mgnit,  Class 

Workshop  Rating 

Unit:     #  2C 

p 

z 

Scenic  Quality    =3 

HP 

I 

Rating  Unit(s):   < 

MP 

2. 

.ANDSD 

-OW       1 

LP 

2 

• 

R 

— 

Final  Rating; 
Rationale: 


|Vlo  pgz^trre' 


K^ 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PARTICIPANT  RESPONSES  BY  LANDSCAPE  MODIFICATION  CATEGORY* 


LF-1** 
(HIGH)*** 


rA 


LF-2 
(LOW) 


H 


' yv 

+ 


LF/V 
(MED.) 


K\ 


V 
(MED.) 


l^\ 


'WtwrniifntiitfT 


V/ST-1 
(HIGH) 


f-A 


V/ST-2 
(MED,) 


M 


ST 
(MEDo) 


[^ 


K\" 


•LM    4. 


np    -— -t;-:  ■       ^-^-    ^     - — ■■ fr—^ "    •        \       \)   — ' '-' 


-U. 


* 

*• 


□ 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings;      iii  =   Low  Ratings 
See  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  channe  within  each  cateflory„ 
***  Rtldtive  magnitude  of  landscape  modification  category. 


<J 


Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 


Landform-1 

Resource  Extraction  (mining) 

Landfill 

Gravel  Operations  . 

Landform/Vegetation 

Ro^ds 
Pipelines 
ORV  Use 
Rail,  Spurs. 

Vegetation/Structures°>l^ 

Power  Lines 

Tramways 

Ref 1 ectors/Repeators 

Substations 

Structures 

Res  i  dent  ic|l 


Landform-'Z 

Dams/water  impoundments 


Vegetation 

Timber  Harvest 

U^n(\   Trec^tment  (grazing, 

chatning,  herbiciding,  etc.) 


Veqetation/Structures-2 
SM  Area  Pevelopment/Resort 


• 


c 


• 


VISUAL  SENSITIVITY  WORKSHOP  DATA 
SUMMARY  AND  ANALYSIS 


PLANNING  UNIT     tiStioiLE- 

Deslred 
Rating  Units                       Mgmt,  Class 

Workshop  Rating 
Unit:          ^ 

P 

\ 

ScenicTQuality          ^"^ 

HP 

— 

Rating  Unit(s):       < 

a.  sr 

MP 

.    -1 

"2.' 

.OW 

LP 

\ 

R 

Final  Rating: 
Rationale: 


(T- 


y.ir>v.)'>    \.A.-t.,i.-vA^W--V-  ■  r-r-    /.O^. /J  I't-v^f  7    u>g-.Aj:!.  ■  \-Ur:  (><^-   qAvoM^Tl'  "H' 


■^iTV-^'  '-^.^ ^ "iW    ~Xa„.0  ^^^^    ^XkO     f'JCUv.-<.    4-C^^..>-a:^.  i-     VV-^-,  cj^"^- V- a  "t^   /C  ^-^^-  ^■,  Ttv.'.  ^■'-'n  /     C-^aJ^-V  0...1!.  k  • 


□ 


High  Ratings; 


Moderate  Ratings; 


Low  Ratings 


**  S"^  Reverse  side  for  specific  types  of  visual  change  within  each  category. 
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categories  of  visual  change  include  the  fonowing  generic  types; 
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Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 
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High  Ratings; 
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Categories  of  visual  change  Include  the  following  generic  types: 
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Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 
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Categories  of  visual  change  include  the  following  generic  types; 
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Final  Visual  Sensitivity  Levels 
overview 

After  analysis,  approximately  two-thirds  of  the  land  in  the  Eagle  Planning 
Unit  rated  high  overall  sensitivity,  approximately  one-third  rated  moderate 
and  there  were  no  areas  of  low  sensitivity. 

The  large  amount  of  area  rating  high  is  due  to  the  large  percentage  of  the 
unit  which  can  be  seen  from  major  travel  corridors.  Planning  Unit  areas 
rating  moderate  sensitivity  overall  are  generally  those  upland  plateaus  which 
can't  be  seen  from  the  valley  roadways. 

Distance  Zones 
overview 

Key  observation  points  from  which  Distance  Zones  were  determined  for  the 
Eagle  Planning  Unit  are  listed  in  Table  8. 

Approximately  half  the  Planning  Unit  is  designated  as  Foreground/Middlesround 
because  of  the  number  of  roads  crossing  through  the  area  at  various  points. 
These  areas  are  generally  valleys. 

The  remainder  of  the  unit  is  almost  equally  split  between  Background  and 
Seldom  Seen.  The  Seldom  Seen  zones  occur  generally  on  the  relatively  flat 
upland  plateaus  or  in  enclosed  upland  valleys.  The  Background  Zone  occurs 
generally  on  steeply  sloping  upland,  visible  beyond  intervening  Foreground/ 
Middleground  ridges. 
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Three  notable  exceptions  are  Egeria  Creek  (#25),  Cottonwood  Creek  (s*13),  and 
Sugarloaf  (#18).  These  are  generally  rugged  back  country  areas  containing 
perennial  creeks.  These  three  areas  in  particular  would  have  been  expected 
to  rate  higher.  Additional  review  of  these  areas  should  be  made  by  the 
Area  Office. 

One  area  which  was  rated  moderate  by  the  workshop  participants  (Cottonwood 
Divide,  #14),  was  raised  to  high  because  a  majority  of  this  area  actually 
occurs  in  the  Roaring  Fork  Planning  Unit  and  was  rated  high  there. 

The  narratives  submitted  by  workshop  participants  regarding  specific  issues 
or  projects  of  concern  follow  the  workshop  summary  and  analysis  sheetSc 
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The  major  growth  pressures  in  Eaqle  County  stem  from  residential  and  .recreational 
development. 

The  present  master  plan  is  very   outdated  and  not  very   useful.  It  designates 
lands  for  residential  uses,  commercial  uses,  etc.  and  identifies  certain  areas 
as  high  density  areas.  As  an  example  of  the  limited  usefulness  of  the  plan, 
it  was  pointed  out  that  significant  development  had  been  anticipated  for  an 
area  up  Lake  Creek  and  as  such  the  area  was  designated  as  a  high  density  area. 
The  anticipated  development  never  materialized  and  as  a  result  the  present 
classification  of  the  area  doesn't  reflect  the  current  situation. 

At  present,  the  county  planners  are  updating  the  plan  and  trying  to  come  up 
with  an  open  space  plan  as  well  which  will  identify  and  attempt  to  protect 
visual  resources. 

The  County  Commissioners  are  somewhat  supportive  of  the  open  s^ace  planning 
effort  but  feel  they  need  to  deal  with  the  heavy  development  pressures  in  the 
area  first  --  possibly  to  the  exclusion  of  long  range  planning. 

The  criteria  for  identifying  visual  resources  is  somewhat  tentative  as  of  yet 
but  basically  comes  down  to  visibility  from  1-70  and  visibility  from  residential 
areas.  It  is  intended  that  the  areas  be  cross  valley.  Long  range  high 
altitude  views  will  hopefully  be  preserved  and  the  visual  resource  areas  will 
be  tied  into  a  wildlife  management  system. 
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Several  areas  have  been  defined  so  far.  They're  starting  with 

public  lands  with  the  hope  that  favorable  response  may  induce  private  land- 
owners to  participate. 

The  overall  concept  is  to  encourage  development  around  existing  centers  and 
create  a  system  of  routes  separated  from  one  another  by  natural  open  space. 

Overall,  the  public  wants  to  preserve  the  rural  character  of  the  county, 
though  they  are  at  the  same  time  yery   pro-development.  Much  of  the  residential 
development  is  aimed  at  people  who  have  been  in  the  area  for  a  while  —  those 
who've  been  living  in  the  Gore  Valley  and  now  want  to  move  out. 

Other  residential  development  has  been  inspired  by  the  proposed  ski  areas 
in  the  county  —  Beaver  Creek,  Arrowhead,  and  Adams  Rib. 

Beaver  Creek  has  been  approved  and  is  estimated  to  be  about  2/3  the  size  of 
Vail.  The  area  is  adjacent  to  two  of  Eagle  County's  visual  resource  areas  and 
an  elk  calving  area.  The  county  is  trying  to  keep  development  off  the  lower 
slopes  in  the  calving  area  by  trading  high  elevation  land  for  the  lowland 
calving  area. 

The  Arrowhead  area  is  located  on  private  land  and  thus  wasn't  subject  to  the 
Federal  and  state  joint  review  process.  The  area  is  located  west  of  Beaver 
Creek  and  approval  was  granted  over  two  years  ago.  The  developer  hasn't 
proceeded  as  of  yet  though. 

The  Adams  Rib  project  has  been  postponed  as  the  developer  pulled  out  when 
difficulties  arose  during  the  joint  review  process. 
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Public  Opinion  has  been  largely  in  favor  of  growth  and  development  though 
a  group  called  Concerned  Citizens  Against  Adams  Rib  formed  to  oppose  that 
project.  The  Fryingpan  Homeowners  Association  is  a  loosely  organized  group 
that  occasionally  gets  together  to  oppose  developments  they  don't  like. 

One  such  development  is  a  condo  complex  at  Berry  Creek  that  will 
ultimately  consist  of  2100  units  if  approved.  So  far  the  first  phase  con- 
sisting of  300  units  have  been  approved. 

Many  people  seem  to  be  speculating  with  these  condos.  They're  buying  them 
with  the  hope  of  selling  for  profit  with  the  advent  of  the  ski  areas. 

In  summary,  Terry  feels  the  area  is  in  a  transitory  phase  ~  they've  seen 
what  development  has  done  in  the  Vail  and  Aspen  areas  and  now  are  becoming 
more  sensitive  and  open  to  issues  such  as  management  of  visual  resources. 

At  present  there  is  no  significant  mining  going  on  in  the  county.  Part  of 
the  Climax  Molybdenum  operation  is  in  the  county  though  and  some  test  drilling 
is  going  on  in  the  NW  section.  There  are  several  gypsum  deposits  which  may 
be  mined  and  a  limestone  operation  will  be  starting  in  the  Coffeepot  Recreation 
Area. 

A  campground  is  going  to  be  located  in  the  Gypsum  area  off  1-70. 


Interview  with  Ray  Baldwin  and  Stephanie  Andt^eason-  Garfield  County  Planning 
Office  —  11-2-78 

A  quote  from  the  interview  to  set  the  scene:  " aesthetics  isn't  in  the 

vocabulary  of  Garfield  County " 

This  place  has  got  some  problems  —  the  population  and  the  Commissioners 
don't  believe  in  or  care  about  long-range  planning.  This  is  attributable 
to  the  influence  of  the  long  time  landowners  and  ranchers  who  are  from  the 
"its-my-land-and-don't-waste-your-time-telling-me-what-to-do-with-it" 
school  of  thought.  The  Commissioners  for  the  most  part  are  ranchers 
themselves. 

Development  in  any  shape  or  form  is  welcomed  in  the  county.  The  cost  of 
living  is  high  and  wages  are  low  and  a  lot  of  the  younger  people  are  leaving 
the  county.  Development  promises  jobs  and  better  wages. 

Mining  activities  and  especially  oil  shale  operations  are  big  in  the  county. 
South  Canyon  has  recently  been  leased  to  a  coal  developer  and  other  large 
scale  mining  operations  are  located  in  the  Four  Mile  area,  at  Henry  Gap 
north  of  Silt,  south  of  Sunlight  along  Douglas  Pass  Road,  along  Paradise 
Creek,  and  a  limestone  quarry  is  located  along  Rifle  Creek  west  of  the  fish 
hatchery. 

The  Rifle  Ski  Area  is  being  reviewed  at  present  and  may  be  located  between 
Rifle  and  Grand  Valley. 

Residential  development  is  increasing  around  Glenwood  Springs  in  general, 
along  the  river  valleys,  in  Spring  Valley,  Missouri  Heights,  and  on  the  Silt 


Mesa.  Water  quantity  and  quality  are  the  limiting  factors.  Current  projects 
include: 

Los  Amigos  -  a  PUD  consisting  of  0  570  units  on  220  acres  near  ■. 
Colo.  Mt.  College.  Its  the  biggest  development  so  far  in  the 
county. 

Crown  Mesa  -  south  of  Carbondale 

A  27-lot  subdivision  north  of  Carbondale 

A  40-lot  subdivision  south  of  Glenwood  located  at  8000'  which  will 
make  it  easily  visible. 

Most  of  the  mining  work  force  lives  in  trailers  in  the  New  Castle  area. 

The  county  has  a  master  plan  but  its  fairly  useless  and  dated.  The  planning 
office  wants  to  update  the  plan  but  as  of  yet  there  is  no  policy  set  toward 
directing  growth.  Money  from  the  Oil  Shale  Trust  Fund  is  available  for  up- 
dating the  plan. 

Open  Space  planning  or  scenic  easements  aren't  in  the  minds  of  the  commissioners 
because  they're  afraid  it  will  cost  them  money.  Some  people  got  upset  over  a 
particularly  visible  road  cut  in  the  Spring  Valley  area  but  in  general  Glenwood 
Canyon  and  Mt.  Sopris  are  the  only  areas  even  considered  in  terms  of  scenic 
quality  and  interest  is  usually  reactive  rather  than  preventive. 

The  League  of  Women  Voters  are  the  only  advocacy  group  in  the  county  though 
there  is  a  Rafters  Association  headed  by  Bill  Schmidt  that  sometimes  grumbles. 

Ranching  isn't  too  viable  in  the  area  any  more  and  a  lot  of  land  is  being  sold 
to  oil  companies  such  as  Union  Oil,  Getty,  and  Mobil  who  buy  the  land  largely 
for  water  rights.  Ranchers  feel  land  use  controls  decrease  property  value. 


Interview  with  Eric  Martin  -  11/3/78 


Current  projects  influencing  visual  quality  include: 
Glenwood  Canyon 

Power  line  running  from  Wolcott  -  Basalt 
Rebuilding  of  Ruedi  power  line 
Henderson  Mine  south  of  Vasquez 

As  the  Climax  mine  expands,  the  Forest  Service  is  trading  land  -  giving  the 
mining  company  lands  to  mine  while  they  in  turn  buy  land  elsewhere  for  the 
Forest  Service. 

Forest  Service  is  toying  with  the  idea  of  requiring  backpackers  in  heavy 
use  areas  to  use  only  naturally  colored  equipment.      •  '    . 


Public  Opinion  regarding  aesthetic  controls  are  generally  well  received  in 
the  county  though  sign  codes  in  both  Glenwood  and  Carbondale  met  with  a 
lot  of  flak. 

Seems  to  be  a  difference  in  attitude  between  locals  and  seasonal  visitors 
when  it  comes  to  regulating  scenic  resources. 

Example  —  A  lot  of  the  locals  resent  the  Maroon  Bells  Road 

traffic  ban  and  shuttle  bus.  They  hate  to  ride  the 
bus  and  mingle  with  the  tourists. 

Eric  is  trying  to  designate  preferred  sign  colors  designed  to  correspond 
to  the  inherent  color  of  vegetative  communities. 


ASPEN  PLANNING  OFFICE  -  11/3/78 

Karen  Smith  -  out  of  town 
Richard  Grice  -  home  sick 
Talked  with  Jolene  Vrchota 

In  1974  visual  sensitivity  was  mapped  in  Pitkin  County  as  part  of  a  county- 
wide  Environmental  Resource  Analysis  done  by  CSU. 

The  categories  of  sensitivity  are  defined  as  follows: 

areas  of  HIGH  visual  vulnerability 

alpine  tundra 

marshes  and  wet  meadows 

water  courses 

unique  plant  communities 

slopes  over  30% 

peaks  and  unique  landforms 

major  ridgelines 

high  value  foreground 

moderate  slopes  with  sparse  vegetation 

areas  of  MODERATE  visual  vulnerability 

main  areas  of  public  experience 

scenic  views 

subalpine  zones 

interfaces  between  vegetative  types  and  landforms 

areas  of  LOW  visual  vulnerability 

forested  areas 

areas  outside  the  main  public  experience 

A  cursory  look  at  the  maps  showed  that  most  lands  adjacent  to  BLM  fell  into 
the  HIGH  category. 


When  evaluating  land  uses  or  proposals,  the  planning  office  considers  visual 
impact  as  a  factor  of  equal  weight  to  standard  environmental  criteria  (soils, 
slope,  etc.) 


A  proposed  restaurant  on  Aspen  Mountain  was  turned  down  because  it  was  felt 
that  it  would  have  a  detrimental  effect  on  the  visual  quality  of  the  mountain. 

View  planes  have  been  mapped  within  the  town  of  Aspen  and  no  building  can  be 
constructed  which  might  detract  any  of  these  viewplanes. 

NEW  PROJECTS: 

Burnt  Mt.  -  an  expansion  of  the  Snowmass  Ski  Area  being  done  by  the  Aspen  Ski  Corp. 

Little  Annie  -  a  proposed  expansion  of  the  Aspen  Ski  Area  -  currently  meeting 
a  lot  of  flak  from  concerned  residents  and  the  local  Sierra  Club  —  the 
development  will  be  voted  on  in  the  upcoming  election. 

Long  Pine  -  lO-unit  residential  housing  development  going  up  across  from 
Silver  King. 

Mining  activities  include  the  Anshultz  mine,  coal  operations  south  of  Redstone, 
and  operations  up  Lincoln  Creek. 

The  Aspen/Pitkin  Growth  Management  Plan  limits  growth  to  3.5%  and  sets  quotas 
on  residential  development  ~  a  further  stipulation  states  that  50%  of  new 
residential  development  be  housing  for  the  resident  middle  class  —  permanent 
moderately  priced  housing  (PMH). 

There  are  so  many  environmental  impact  criteria  an  Aspen  developer  must  by 
law  consider  that  developments  are  \/ery   well  done. 

At  present,  no  trailers  may  be  moved  into  Pitkin  County  in  areas  other  than 
already  established  trailer  parks. 
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The  Planning  Department  is  considering  taking  action  toward  mitigating  the  visual 
contrast  created  by  some  of  the  worst  trailer  parks  along  Hwy  82  (Roaring 

Fork  Apts. ,  e.g.) 

High  traffic  impact  between  Aspen  and  Snov/mass  —  caused  by  the  imbalance 
between  beds  and  skiers  ~  nearly  all  the  available  beds  are  in  Aspen  so 
skiers  must  drive  back  and  forth. 

There  is  a  move  afoot  to  close  Independence  Pass  to  motorists. 

The  Planning  Department  is  currently  working  on  an  Open  Space  Plan  and  a 
sign  code  which  sould  further  improve  Aspen's  scenic  quality. 

High  visibility  lands  are  being  identified  along  Hwy  82  and  they  hope  to 
acquire  these  lands  as  part  of  the  open  space  network  through  scenic  easements 
and  transfer  of  development  rights. 
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